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PREFACE 

* 

What  is  the  purpose  of  the  Reference  Guide? 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  began  implementing  a  resource 
management:  planning  (RMP)  process  in  1979,  based  on  requirements  of 
the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act.   Six  pilot  RMP's.  were 
identified  to  implement  and  test  the  new  regulations.   The-  first 
pilot  draft  RMP  (Glenwood  Springs)  was  published  in  November . 1982 , 
soon  followed  by  the  remaining  five  pilots  which  were  completed  in 
draft  in  the  first  half  of  1983.  All  six  published  final  .■RMPV  by 
April  1984  and  Glenwood  Springs  was  approved;,.ia' Jamiary  1984.  A 
wealth  of  experience  has  been  gained  by  the  teams  that  prepared 
these  RMP's. 

The  primary  objective  of  this  updated  Guide  is  to  communicate  the 
range  of  experiences  gained  to  date  by  the  six  pilot  efforts  as 
they  applied  the  RMP  process. 

A  careful  review  of  the  Pilot-  experiences ,  along  with  their. 
suggestions  in  retrospect,  may  help  future  and  ongoing  piann ing 
efforts  avoid  problems  and  thus  be  more  cost  and  time  efficient  and 
more  effective  in  addressing  resource  issues. 

How  is  the  guide  org anize d ? 

The  document  is  divided  into  three  sections,  targeted  at  specific 
audiences  and  addressing  the  RMP  process  from  differing 
perspectives: 

Section  I  is  a  management  checklist,  designed  to  trigger  ideas  for 
organizing  and  guiding  the  overall  planning  effort. 

Section  II  summarizes  the  pilot  experiences '  in  administer ii%;;  the-' 
planning  process • 

Section  III ,  provides  a  summary  descripcionfof  the  ^appr^aj^hV'th'^  , 
pilots  have  taken  in  preplanning  and  implementing  the"  RW- process . 
It  includes  a  section  describing  general  conciufi^k#.,dta.^i:-|l!^.:;ilie 
pilot  experiences  and  is  followed  by  descriptions  og.each:  of.v.ike;  ., 
six  pilot  plans,  providing  the  detailed,  technical  -aspects  '-"of  plan 
preparation. 

Managers  will  probably  be  most  interested  in  Section  I.;. /team 
leaders  in  Section  II;  and  general  readers,  in  Section Hi. 

How  is  the  Guide  developed ? 

The  content  of  the  original  reference  guide  was  ; developed : 'it-..-a; 
workshop  held  in  Denver.,  Colorado,  in  mid- June  1982*,.;  PaVMc-ipants 
included  team  leaders  from  the  six  pilot  h®:' &'£&&; rkpt%$&m&ai'ivG$J 
from  some  of  the  District  Offices  and  all  "live"' of  the  State  Offices 


having  pilot  RMP  efforts  underway.   The  pilot  team  leaders  provided 
the  majority  of  the  information  with  the  other  participants  helping 
refine  and  organize  the  material.   The  Washington  Office  of 
Planning  facilitated  the  workshop,  completed  a  minor  edit,  produced 
copies,  and  provided  distribution  in  1982. 


The  original  reference  guide  was  updated  in  May  1984  to  include  the 
conclusion  of  the  pilot  experiences  by  a  team  representing  each  of 
the  'pilot  efforts. 


What  is  the  relationship  of  this  Guide  to  planning  directives ? 

n  c  ■  i 
This  Guide  is  not  a  directive.   It  does  not  represent  an  attempt  to 
establish  standards  or  identify  approved  approaches  -for  applying 
the  planning  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  policies,  and  other 
directives.   This  Guide  only  illustrates  how  six'  pilot  RMB  W-fforts 
applied,  the  RMP  process  in  their  specific  situations :  How  these 
approaches  are  used  must  be  decided  by  the  manager  '.'in-' charge  who  is 
responsible  for  planning.  .  .■•  -,;.'i  ;?.:;; i. ;.■.-. fa  io  RcHssoI;.-* 


Where  can  more  information  be  obtained? 


qvc- 


Pilot  RMP  team  representatives  can  be 
following  list  includes  original  team 
representative  from  each  plan. 


contacted  if  necessary^  The 
leaders  as  well  as  a  current 


j  0  :  ■'■ 


Name 

Pilot  RMP 

Current.  J  Locat  ion^oj. . 

-^Telephone  No. 

Lynda  Roush 

Alturas 

Alturas  J  CA   -.-  ■■"<"' 

-916-233-4666 

Ade  Neisius 

Kremmling 

Canon  City,  CO   -  ;  - 

-303-275-7578 

Dave  Mensing 

Glenwood  Springs 

Riverside,  CA 

FT S-7 9 6-6 386 

Doug  Huntington 

Glenwood  Springs 

Grand  Junction,  CO. 

•■FTS-323-0011 

Eric  Finstick 

Glenwood  &  Kremmling 

Denver,  CO 

TFTS~564-7100 

Pete  Christianson 

Grand 

Moab,  Uf:    ix£3--Q  : 

-801-259-8193 

Dan  ,Le  chef  sky 

Headwaters 

Butte,;  MT 

rFT 5-5 85 -80 5 9 

Gary  Ger.th   ....,  ,,  „ 

Headwaters 

Butte,  MT       £SC- 

'  FTS-585-8059 

Bob  .Woerner 

Wells 

Craig,  CO 

-303-824-8261 

Gene  Drais 

Wells  . 

Elko,  NV 

702-738-4071 

Jaha.,Naylo.,r;W  ,  ■ 

All  Pilots 

Cheyenne-,  'WY^-  6"-v 

FTS-32'8-2096 

Or,  call  Ken  Harrison  or  John  Singlaub,  Washington  Office --of  Planning  at 
FTS-653-8824,  . 
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Introduction 

The  Bureau's  Planning  Regulations  became  effective  September  6,  1979,  and 
were  amended  in  May  1983.   The  regulations  prescribe  a  comprehensive 
land-use  planning  process  that  is  issue  oriented.   (See  definition  of  a 
"Resource  Management  Plan"  43  CFR  1601.0-5(m)  August  7,  1979.)   The 
resource  management  planning  process  described  in  the  regulations 
provides  for  the  integration  of  planning  and  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (NEPA)  requirements. 

Six  previously  scheduled  planning  efforts  were  selected  to  be  "pilots"  in 
order  to  implement  the  regulations,  aid  development  of  planning 
procedures,  and  reduce  manual  direction.   Three  additional  plans  were  on 
approximately  the  same  schedule  with  13  others  not  far  behind,  before  the 
six  pilots  were  completed. 

It  was  expected  that  these  initial  planning  efforts  would  vary  widely 
because  of  differing  interpretations  of  the  regulations  and  different 
management  approaches.   Cost  and  time  were  also  expected  to  vary.   Some 
specific  guidance  was  given  by  the  Washington  Office  in  the  form  of 
instruction  memoranda  as  needs  were  identified,  but  this  guidance  was 
limited  in  extent.   Opportunities  were  provided  for  the  State  Office, 
District  Office,  and  Area  Office  people  involved  in  the  Pilot  RMP  efforts 
to  get  together  and  discuss  ideas  and  approaches,  and  share  experiences 
with  each  other  and  the  Washington  Office  planning  people. 

It  was  recognized  that  individual  program  policies  were  likely  to  change 
during  the  time  needed  to  complete  the  pilots  and  that  legal  activities 
could  affect  planning  preparation.   This  did  occur,  and  even  though 
predicted,  it  caused  frustration. 

Probably  the  greatest  value  of  the  Pilot  resource  management  plan  (RMP) 
experience  is  its  use  as  an  instructional  tool.   As  the  pilot  efforts 
evolved,  a  corresponding  insight  and  understanding  of  the  process  also 
evolved.   As  problems  were  identified,  procedures,  and  policies 
developed.   As  planning  opportunities  were  identified,  new  expectations 
were  created.   The  knowledge  gained  during  this  process  influenced  the 
1983  amendment  of  the  planning  regulations.   It  has  also  influenced  the 
wording  of  policy  statements  and  has  had  considerable  influence  on  the 
content  of  the  Bureau's  basic  planning  Manual  Sections  approved  in  May 
1984.   The  experience  is  contributing  to  the  content  of  program-specific 
supplemental  guidance  for  resource  management  planning,  currently  being 
prepared.   Further  improvements  are  expected  as  management  becomes  more 
familiar  with  resource  management  planning  and  the  planning 
requirements.   The  Bureau's  experience  with  the  Pilot  RMP ' s  will  also 
contribute,  among  other  things,  to  future  workshops  and  training 
efforts.   It  may  lead,  for  example,  toward  framing  issues  more  in  terms 
of  resource  (air,  water,  soil,  geology,  visual,  cultural,  vegetation, 
etc.)  and  their  conditions  and  less  in  terms  of  resource  uses  (livestock 
grazing,  mining,  recreation,  ORV  use,  O&G  development,  etc.).   The 
experience  may  also  lead  to  improved  understanding  of  consistency  and 
other  requirements  contained  in  statutes  and  policies. 


In  an  effort  to  communicate  the  experiences  gained  through  the  Pilot  RMP 
efforts,  a  reference  guide  was  prepared  in  1982  that  described  some  of 
the  techniques  being  used.   It  described  what  worked  well  and  what  did 
not  work  well.   It  contained  examples  of  some  of  the  work  accomplished  by 
each  of  the  pilot  efforts.   By  mid-1982,  the  pilot  efforts  were  in  the 
process  of  formulating  alternatives  and  starting  to  produce  some 
preliminary  drafts  showing  how  the  final  document  would  look.   Since 
mid-1982,  all  of  the  Pilot  RMP/environmental  impact  statements  (EIS's) 
have  gone  to  final  and  the  Glenwood  Springs  RMP  has  been  approved.   This 
updated  reference  guide  has  been  produced  to  tell  the  rest  of  the  story 
about  how  the  Pilot  RMP ' s  were  produced. 

It  is  apparent  that  some  pilot  techniques  and  procedures  worked  better 
than  others  in  specific  situations.   Some  document  formats  were  more 
easily  understood.   But,  in  the  final  analysis,  it  seems  that  there  is 
far  more  similarity  in  the  types  of  direction  the  plans  provide  for  the 
management  and  the  use  of  the  resources  than  there  is  dissimilarity. 
There  does  not  appear  to  be  any  one  best  plan  and  EIS,  but  rather,  some 
good  appoaches  for  each  aspect  of  the  process  and  the  plan  document.   It 
must  be  left  up  to  the  individual  State,  District,  and  Area  personnel  to 
decide  what  specific  approaches  or  techniques  best  meet  the  particular 
situation  being  encountered. 


Section  I 

Management  Decisions  and  RMP  Overview 

Checklist 


Introduction 


This  section  consists  of  an  informal  checklist  of  planning  related  topics 
intended  to  help  District  and  Area  managers  get  prepared  for  a  planning 
effort. 

The  intent  is  for  the  checklist  to  be  of  help  to  line  managers  in 
thinking  about  their  role,  the  decisions  that  need  to  be  made  in  the 
course  of  planning,  and  the  kind  and  amount  of  overview  that  will  be 
necessary. 

Benefits  of  using  the  checklist  may  include  a  better  understanding  of  the 
"issue  driven"  planning  process  and  a  reduced  possibility  of  repeating 
mistakes  made  by  the  pilots  which  resulted  in  false  starts  and  wasted 
time. 

Six  topical  areas  were  identified  by  the  Pilot  RMP  Workshop  participants 
as  being  pertinent  to  the  checklist.   It  is  not  intended  that  the  six 
areas  or  the  factors  listed  be  all  encompassing.   They  are  intended  only 
to  "trigger"  the  managers'  thinking  about  aspects  of  each  unique  planning 
situation. 

A.   Selecting  the  Plan  Type 

RMP,  Amendment  to  an  existing  plan,  or  existing  plan? 

1.  Is  existing  plan  adequate? 

a.  Are  current  issues  addressed? 

b.  Does  it  have  credibiliity  (public  acceptance  and  internal 
acceptance)? 

c.  Are  decisions  valid  under  current  policy? 

d.  Is  there  consistency? 

2.  What  are  the  issues?   (Internal  and  External) 

a.  Scope  (area  and  number) 

b.  Complexity  (resources  affected) 


c . 
d. 

Program  involved  (significance  -  coal, 
Political  sensitivity 

wilderness) 

3 .   Are 

there  administrative  requirements? 

a. 
b. 

Regulatory  requirements 
Court  orders 

c. 

Policy  (range,  wilderness,  etc.) 
State  Director's  Guidance 

3 

4.  What   are   your   capabilities? 

a.  Funding 

b.  Staffing 

Co   Scheduled  commitments 

d.  Time  limits  (deadline  for  decision.) 

e.  Comparative  analysis  of  options  (cost  effectiveness) 

5.  Are  there  opportunities  for  cooperative  planning? 

6.  What  are  public  expectations  and  sentiments? 

a.  Previous  commitments 

b.  Local  desires  (pressure  groups,  etc.) 

c.  National  desires  (pressure  groups,  etc.) 

d.  Political  climate 

B.   Public  Involvement 

1.  What  will  be  the  extent? 

a.  Regulatory  requirements 

b.  Issue  analysis  (intensity,  both  internally  and  externally) 

c.  Identified  publics 

d.  Geographical  considerations 

e.  Management  expectations 

f.  Budget 

2.  What  means  are  available?   To  obtain  public  participation  (kind  of 
public  involvement?) 

a.  What  are  the  objectives  and  what  types  of  input  are  needed? 

1.  Who 

2.  When 
3  a   Where 

b.  Can  public  participation  for  resource  management  planning  be 
combined  with  other  public  participation  activities  (Range, 
Wilderness,  etc.)? 

3.  Who  will  be  responsible?   Consider: 

a.  Management  style 

b.  Complexity  of  the  situation 

c.  Capability  of  staff 

d.  Availability  of  staff 

e.  Willingness  to  delegate  authority  to  conduct  public  participation 
program. 

NOTE:    It  is  necessary  to  think  about  likely  end  results  before  a  line 
manager  decides  upon  the  degree  of  committment  to  public 
participation.   This  includes  the  necessity  to  "follow  through" 
as  advertised  to  publics. 


C.   Coordination  Activities 
1.   What  is  the  extent? 

a.  Consistency  requirements 

b.  State  Clearing  House  effectiveness 

c.  Degree  of  involvement  with  other  agencies 

d.  Interagency  agreements 

e.  Issues  (who's  affected) 

f.  Ownership  pattern 

g.  Adjacent  BLM  planning 

h.   Level  of  political  interest 
i.   Support  requirements 
j.   Past  activities 

2.  What  means/methods  are  available?   (Tailor  to  "extent"  factors  above) 

3.  Who  is  responsible? 

a.  Protocol  (chain  of  command) 

b.  Risk 

c.  Management  style 

d.  Complexity 

e.  Capabilities  of  staff 

f.  Availability  of  staff 

g.  Willingness  to  delegate 

D-   Quality  Control  (Process,  Policy,  and  Technical) 

1.  Who  is  responsible? 

a.  Consider  staff  capabilities  and  intensity  of  review 

b.  Authority/credibility  of  individual 

c.  Role  of  individual  assigned  should  be  clearly  defined 

2.  What  are  the  quality  control  check  points? 

a.  Implications  of  required  higher  level  reviews 

b.  Aspects  of  plan  that  especially  need  quality  control 

c.  Schedule  and  time  available 

3.  How  will  you  coordinate  with  the  State  Director  standard  for  quality 
control?   (SD  guidance,  SD  Policy) 

NOTE:   Quality  control  by  specialists  has  not  been  effective  without  a 
definite,  visible  commitment  by  line  management. 

E.   Level  of  Detail 

1.   What  are  the  kinds  of  decisions  to  be  made? 

a.  Issues  involved 

b.  AM  and  DM  expectations  of  plan 

c.  SD  guidance 

d.  Allocation  of  resources 


2.  Are  staff  and  funding  adequate? 

3.  What  are  program  and  other  requirements?   (Wilderness ,  Range) 
4=   What  is  expected  life  of  the  plan? 

a.  Commitment  and  implication  of  "front  end"  management  direction 

b.  Need  for  flexibility 

c.  Activity  program  plans  to  follow 

5.  What  data  exist? 

6.  Are  there  decision  deadlines? 

NOTE:   Initially  an  overview  consideration  of  level  of  detail  is 

necessary,  i.e.,  the  end  product  must  be  in  mind  before  you  start. 

F.   Allocation  of  Planning  Resources 

1.  What  are  your  budget  considerations? 

a.  What  is  needed? 

b.  What  is  available? 

c.  Estimated  assurance  of  funding  (timing,  multi-year  aspects  )  - 
this  item  is  to  be  carefully  considered,  especially  for  the 
possibilities  and  need  of  ongoing  funding  from  benefiting 
activities . 

d.  Possibilities  for  redirecting  funds  within  guidelines 

e.  Ability  to  track  expenditures  and  funds 

f.  Past  experiences  in  estimating  workloads 

2.  What  is  your  personnel  situation? 

a.  Who  is  available  (technical,  administrative  support)? 

b„  Skills  required  (based  on  law,  regulations,  issues,  etc.) 

c.  Capabilities  of  staff  for  assigned  responsibilities 

d.  Users  of  plan  should  be  involved  in  its  preparation 

e.  Other  responsibilities  of  team  leaders 

f.  Team  organization  (core,  unified,  etc.) 
go  Location  of  team 

h.   Supervisory  aspects  (PFT,  details,  etc.) 
i.   Support  skills 

3.  What  equipment  and  facilities  are  needed? 

a.  Location  of  team 

bo  How  it  is  provided  (existing,  rented,  borrowed) 

c.  Capability  of  equipment  to  meet  workload,  time  frames,  and  funding 

do  Start  out  with  "end  product"  clearly  in  mind 

e.  Product  requirements  -  EIS,  EA 

f.  Kind  of  team  and  other  responsibilties  of  team  members 

g.  Space  needs  for  equipment,  work  room,  meetings,  etc. 
h.  Kinds  and  costs  of  documents  and  where  produced 


Section  II 
Managing  the  RMP  Process 


Introduction 


This  section  is  designed  for  the  Team  Leader.   It  is  intended  as 
reference  material  and  information  only.   It  is  not  to  be  taken  as 
mandatory  guidance.   The  experiences  of  the  six  RMP  pilots  in  managing 
the  planning  effort  are  highlighted  by  topics.   It  is  hoped  other  team 
leaders  can  use  the  experiences  of  the  pilots  in  the  course  of  leading 
future  planning  efforts. 

A.   Planning  the  Effort 

Basic  to  the  general  topic  of  process  management  is  the  completion  of  the 
preplan  and  a  plan  mockup.   If  an  effort  is  planned  well  at  the  outset, 
false  starts  are  minimized  and  the  planning  task  is  made  more  efficient. 
A  preplan  should  be  the  first  thing  accomplished.   A  framework,  with  the 
standard  preplan  elements  well  thought  out  is  necessary. 

Summary  of  Pilot  RMP  Experiences 

The  pilot  projects  developed  preplans  in  various  ways.   Preplans  were 
drawn  up  by  the  Area  Manager  in  Alturas.   The  Interdisciplinary  Teams  in 
Kremmling  and  Glenwood  Springs  developed  their  preplans  while  a 
management  team  of  State  Office,  District  Office,  and  Area  Office 
personnel  worked  up  the  preplan  for  Headwaters.   The  Grand  preplan  was 
prepared  by  the  District  Planning  and  Environmental  Coordinator , ^ and  the 
District  Planning  and  Environmental  Coordination  Chief  and  District 
resources  staff  in  Wells  wrote  their  preplan.   Extremely  detailed 
preplanning  became  obsolete  after  the  first  year  because  of  budget 
changes  in  California,  Colorado,  and  Utah. 

A  mockup  plan  (a  dummy  plan  showing  the  organization  and  format  of  the 
plan  in  useful  detail)  was  helpful  in  giving  the  team  an  idea  of  what  the 
final  plan  would  look  like.   One  common  limitation  to  all  pilot  efforts 
was  the  lack  of  the  clear  visualization  of  what  the  final  project  would 
look  like.   A  mockup  at  the  outset  could  have  served  this  purpose. 


t  that  for  the  pilots  an  "action  plan"  was 


the  original  preplans  were  too  detailed  and  elaborate  in  relation  to  the 
actual  use  of  the  document.   Preplans  should  lay  out  clear  concise  actioi 
steps  and  provide  flexibility  for  updating  and  rescheduling, 


B.   Interdisciplinary  Activities 

The  planning  regulations  require  an  interdisciplinary  approach  be  taken 
in  planning.   Under  management  framework  planning,  coordination  of  the 
various  disciplines  under  a  multidisciplinary  "tunnel  vision"  approach 


was  difficult.   Inefficiencies  in  the  "woodshed"  approach  to  resolution 
of  conflicts  were  seen.   To  better  achieve  multiple-use  mandates  of  FLPiMA 
and  to  respond  to  NEPA  requirements,  an  interdisciplinary  approach  has 
been  implemented  in  the  pilot  RMP ' s . 

Summary  of  Pilot  RMP  Experiences 

Implementation  of  an  interdisciplinary  approach  varied  among  the  pilots. 
A  basic  "core"  team  representing  key  resource  concerns,  with  additional 
input  provided  by  other  resource  specialists  as  needed,  was  utilized  by 
three  pilots:   Alturas,  Headwaters,  and  Grand.   The  Grand  effort  also 
utilized  two  technical  coordinators  and  a  writer/editor.   The  Alturas 
core  team  varied  in  composition  with  team  members  being  identified  by 
issue  in  localized  areas.   The  Headwaters  core  team  represented  overall 
key  resources. 

Full  ID  teams,  as  opposed  to  core  teams,  were  utilized  by  Glenwood, 
Kremmling,  and  Wells.   Glenwood  Springs  also  utilized  a  technical 
coordinator,  as  did  Wells  during  preparation  of  the  preliminary  draft, 
draft,  and  final.   The  Grand  pilot  functioned  with  most  of  the  work  being 
done  by  individual  team  members  and  coordinated  by  an  interdisciplinary 
coordinator.   Team  meetings  were  utilized  for  interdisciplinary  reviews. 
All  four  of  these  pilots  relied  heavily  on  team  meetings  at  key  review 
points;  coordination  generally  was  informal:   one-on-one  or  small  groups. 

The  consensus  of  the  team  leaders  is  that  one  of  the  benefits  of  the  RMP 
process  is  the  movement  toward  interdisciplinary  resolution  of  issues,  as 
opposed  to  the  relatively  noninteractive,  multidisciplinary  approach  of 
the  past  (tunnel  vision). 

The  Kremmling  pilot  found  a  large  interdisciplinary  team  to  be  unwieldy. 
Consensus  was  difficult  to  achieve  at  times.   In  the  opinion  of  the 
Kremmling  team  leader,  a  core  team,  in  addition  to  the  large 
interdisciplinary  team  is  desirable. 

The  Grand  pilot  found  that  individual  team  members  working  alone  can 
waste  considerable  time  going  on  tangents  or  getting  into  a  resource 
program  advocacy  mode.   This  required  considerable  time  and  effort  for 
the  technical  coordinator  to  ensure  interdisciplinary  analysis.   The 
technical  interdisciplinary  coordinator  is  essential. 

Glenwood  Springs  found  a  technical  coordinator  is  essential  to  ensure 
interdisciplinary  analysis  when  using  a  large  interdisciplinary  team. 

Wells  found  that  Area  and  District  Manager  involvement  and  buy-off  is 
essential  at  several  stages.   This  becomes  especially  important  during 
the  formulation  of  alternatives  and  impact  analysis  stages  in  that  these 
persons  may  not  want  the  document  saying  or  even  inferring  certain 
politically  sensitive  facts. 


C.  Orientation  and  Training 

The  pilot  experiences  indicate  that  timely  orientation  and  training 
results  in  less  staff  frustration  and  greater  efficiency  in  plan 
preparation. 

Summary  of  Pilot  Experiences 

In  the  absence  of  specific  Bureau  guidance  or  new  planning  manuals ,  at 
the  outset  of  planning,  orientation  and  training  for  the  pilot  RMP ' s  was 
general  in  nature  and  based  primarily  on  the  planning  regulations. 
On-the-job  training  through  trial  and  error  was  most  often  the  case.   A 
detailed  step-by-step  RMP  mockup  was  prepared  in  Headwaters.   Kremmling, 
Glenwood  Springs,  and  Grand  each  prepared  somewhat  less  specific 
step-by-step  guidance  to  assist  in  starting  the  effort.   In  each  pilot, 
because  of  a  lack  of  experience  with  RMP's  and  detailed  guidance,  the 
most  valuable  approach  seemed  to  be  specific  onsite  assistance  to  the 
teams  as  needed.   Throughout  the  pilots,  a  clear  focus  on  the  product 
desired  appeared  to  be  the  key  to  the  success  of  the  effort.   Flexibility 
is  perceived  to  be  advantageous,  although  major  disadvantages  include 
false  starts,  disorientation,  and  inefficiencies  in  resolving  differing 
perspectives. 

In  each  pilot  there  were  significant  difficulties  due  to  lack  of 
knowledge  of  the  new  process  by  nonteam  members  (State  and  District 
Office  specialists  in  particular).   Although  training  and  orientation 
sessions  helped  some,  the  lack  of  hands-on  experience  of  reviewers 
continues  to  present  significant  problems. 

D.  Overseeing  the  Public  Participation  Plan 

The  required  public  participation  plan  is  a  helpful  planning  tool.   Its 
components  are  fairly  specific.   Assignment  of  responsibility  for 
ensuring  compliance  with  requirements  is  a  critical  element  in  pilot  RMP 
organization. 

Summary  of  Pilot  Experiences 

Four  pilots  (Alturas,  Headwaters,  Wells,  and  Grand)  assigned 
responsibility  for  implementing  the  public  participation  plan  to  the 
public  affairs  officer  or  specialist.   In  Colorado,  the  team  leader  and 
district  planner  coordinated  public  participation.   In  Wells,  the  team 
leader  took  over  public  participation  responsibility  at  the  point  when 
the  Preferred  Alternative  had  been  selected  and  the  preliminary  draft  was 
under  preparation.   This  was  necessary  as  the  public  affairs  officer  was 
also  the  Assistant  District  Manager  for  Administration,  and  she  no  longer 
could  commit  the  necessary  time  to  the  effort. 

Involvement  by  management  is  considered  essential.   Coordination  of 
public  participation  with  RMP  action  is  critical.   Integration  with  the 
planning  schedule  also  is  essential. 


In  California,  public  participation  was  also  integrated  with  an  adjacent 
Forest  Service  plan  which  was  on  a  similar  schedule. 

As  work  on  the  Headwaters  RMP  progressed,  the  project  manager/team  leader 
assumed  an  increased  role  for  implementing  the  public  participation  plan 
which  deviated  due  to  action  plan  steps  not  being  implemented  according 
to  the  original  schedule.,   The  project  manager  coordinated  closely  with 
the  area  manager  for  particular  approaches  for  specific  interest  groups. 

E.   Paper  Routing  and  Office  Logistics 

Paperwork  is  an  essential  product  of  much  of  the  RMP  effort.   To  ensure 
prompt  action  on  reviews  and  quick  recall  capability,  it  is  helpful  to 
know  where  each  paper  is  at  all  times  and  be  able  to  track  where  it  has 
been.   There  have  been  several  methods  devised  for  tracking  paperwork. 
Office  logistics  are  critical.   Prioritization  of  work,  filing  systems, 
and  recordkeeping  processes  are  important.   Several  approaches  are  in  use. 

Summary  of  Pilot  Experiences 

Responsibility  for  paper  routing  and  review  coordination  was  assigned  to 
the  writer/editor  in  three  pilots  (Glenwood  Springs,  Kremmling,  and 
Grand) .   In  Alturas  and  Headwaters,  the  team  leader  (with  the  help  of  the 
technical  coordinator)  carried  the  paperwork  responsibility.   For  Wells, 
it  was  the  team  leader  and  editor  jointly. 

That  one  person  is  assigned  the  responsibility  for  paperwork  flow  is 
generally  considered  essential.   Where  more  than  one  person  is 
responsible,  coordination  is  critically  important. 

Several  pilots  established  separate  filing  system  and  recordkeeping 
processes.   Separation  of  RMP  paperwork  from  other  office  functions  is 
perceived  as  advantageous  and  more  efficient. 

Fo   Supervision  and  PIPR's 

A  key  concern  of  team  members  is  their  supervision  and  PIPR  evaluations. 
In  many  instances,  RMP  duties  assigned  are  but  a  portion  of  the 
individual  employee's  responsibilities.   Several  approaches  were  used 
among  the  various  pilot  projects. 

Summary  of  Pilot  Experiences 

For  the  Kremmling  and  Headwaters  pilots,  the  team  leader  had  full 
supervisory  responsibilities  for  the  time  team  members  served  on  the 
project.   For  the  Glenwood  Springs  pilot,  the  team  leader  began 
supervising  only  the  editor,  clerk,  and  illustrator  because  full  team 
supervision  became  too  time-consuming.   An  "informal"  assignment  of 
supervision  was  given  to  the  project  manager  in  Headwaters.   The  Area 
Manager  supervised  team  members  in  Alturas  and  Grand.   Team  leaders  in 
most  cases  assisted  in  the  writing  of  PIPR  elements.   The  District 
Manager,  Assistant  District  Manager  for  Resources,  and  the  Area  Manager 
each  supervised  different  members  of  the  ID  Team  for  Wells. 
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Assignment  of  supervisory  responsibilities  to  the  team  Leader  achieves  a 
staff  control  advantage,  but  it  presents  the  disadvantage  of  requiring 
excessive  time  commitment  beyond  project  management.   Having  two 
supervisors  for  the  individual  staff  member  on  partial  assignment  to  the 
project  was  seen  as  a  disadvantage  in  Kremmling  and  Headwaters.   In 
Wells,  a  disadvantage  was  seen  in  having  the  project  manager  responsible 
for  the  completion  of  the  project  but  not  possessing  the  supervisory 
authority  to  ensure  staff  time  commitment.   Top  management  (DM) 
commitment  to  the  plan  is  essential  in  order  to  establish  priorities  for 
a  multidivision  team  (i.e.,  members  from  various  divisions  or  RA  of  a 
District) . 

Close  involvement  by  project  managers  in  the  PIPR  process  has  the 
advantages  of  improved  supervisory  control  and  also  provides  a  mechanism 
for  employees,  full  time  supervisors,  and  management  officials  to  discuss 
and  designate. 

Go   Estimating  Workmonths  and  Cost 

Budgeting  of  a  long-term  project  with  several  discrete  stages,  such  as 
those  encountered  in  the  RMP  process,  is  a  crucial  task.   Without  past 
examples  to  guide  their  efforts,  the  various  approaches  utilized  by  RMP ' s 
met  with  varied  success  as  the  projects  progressed  from  step  to  step. 

Summary  of  Pilot  Experiences 

Extrapolation  from  experiences  gained  in  past  MFP's  did  not  result  in 
accurate  estimates.   The  most  successful  budget  estimates  were  achieved 
by  estimating  workmonths  by  planning  action  and  by  breaking  the  major 
actions  into  discrete  subactions,  where  possible.   At  times,  this 
approach  resulted  in  some  high  estimates,  in  other  situations, 
underestimation  of  costs  was  the  case. 

The  actual  costs  of  the  pilot  experiences,  while  widely  varied,  may 
provide  some  valuable  bases  for  the  budget  of  future  planning  efforts. 
Refer  to  Section  U.K.   "Budgets"  for  a  breakdown  of  funding  and  costs. 

H.   Providing  Quality  Control 

Technical  reviews  were  handled  by  District  Office  staff  specialists  in 
California,  Montana,  Nevada,  and  Utah.   In  Colorado,  the  State  Office 
Resources  Division  participated  in  technical  reviews.   State  Office 
technical  reviews  have  been  difficult,  partially  because  of  program 
leaders'  lack  of  familiarity  with  the  RMP  process.   (See  Section  II. C. 
"Orientation  and  Training".)   The  initial  reviews  in  Colorado  were  as 
valuable  for  hands-on  training  of  the  reviewers  as  they  were  for 
improving  planning  quality.   Process  review  was  handled  by  State  Office 
planning  coordinators  in  California,  Colorado,  and  Nevada  using  Resource 
Area  and  District  Office  staffs.   In  Nevada,  the  Area  Manager  and 
District  Manager  also  took  an  active  lead  role  in  quality  control.   The 
Montana  pilot  utilized  a  steering  committee  composed  of  Area  Manager, 
Assistant  District  Manager,  and  State  Office  planning  coordinators  who 
shared  quality  control  and  injected  management  concerns  from  all  levels 
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of  the  organization.   Having  State  Office  on  board  throughout  the  process 
avoids  the  disadvantage  seen  in  Nevada  for  surprised  reactions  when  they 
were  brouoght  in  late. 

I.   Coordination 

To  ensure  consistency  with  other  Federal,  State,  local,  and  Tribal  plans, 
to  capitalize  on  information  that  other  entities  have,  and  to  improve 
interagency  communications,  it  is  necessary  to  develop  active _ 
relationships  between  BLM  and  other  agencies,  groups,  and  concerned 
citizens.   Although  consistency  and  coordination  is  determined  by 
management,  the  method,  scheduling,  and  quality  control  of  coordination 
activities  can  be  developed  in  several  ways. 

Summary  of  Pilot  Experiences 

Responsibility  for  achieving  consistency  and  conducting  coordination 
activities  varied  among  the  pilot  RMP  efforts.   In  Alturas  and  Wells, 
specialists  were  responsible  for  contacts  with  their  counterparts.   The 
team  leader  and  Area  Manager  handled  contacts  with  the  Forest  Service, 
county  planning  boards,  and  citizen  groups.   The  team  leader  and  Area 
Manager  in  Kremmling,  Glenwood  Springs,  Headwaters,  and  Grand  were 
responsible  for  coordination  in  their  respective  projects.   In  Grand,  the 
Area  Manager  also  had  local  government  contact  responsibilities.  Means 
of  coordination  to  achieve  consistency  included  mailings,  special 
meetings  with  adjoining  and  affected  entities,  briefings  of  State 
agencies,  and  contacts  with  State  clearinghouses.   Copies  of  all 
pertinent  area  plans  were  requested  and  maintained  for  staff  reference. 

For  Governor's  review  and  consistency,  refer  to  Section  III.B.9. 
"Protests." 

J.  Level  of  Detail 

Of  major  concern  in  plan  documentation  is  the  matching  of  level  of  detail 
to  issue  intensity  and  decision  specificity.   Responsibility  for 
coordination  of  document  uniformity  is  an  important  organization  element 
to  be  clearly  assigned. 

Summary  of  Pilot  Experiences 

Within  programs  of  high  priority,  such  as  wilderness,  range,  and  coal, 
much  of  the  level  of  detail  has  been  defined  by  Washington  Office  through 
program  guidance.   Through  the  preplan  and  the  action  plan,  the  level  of 
detail  for  other  items  was  generally  defined  early  in  the  process, 
particularly  in  the  Alturas  experience.   The  definition  of  issues  and 
subsequent  planning  criteria  were  also  utilized  in  setting  parameters  on 
the  level  of  detail  to  be  developed  by  the  ID  team. 

An  early  appointment  of  the  personnel  to  the  interdisciplinary  team  and 
their  early  input  was  seen  as  an  advantage  in  the  Grand  RMP  experience. 
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The  determination  of  decision  complexity  before  inventory  was  seen  by 
Alturas,  Kremmling,  and  Glenwood  Springs  as  highly  advantageous  in 
controlling  the  level  of  detail  both  in  inventory  and  in  analysis. 

In  Headwaters,  the  documented  "District  Manager's  Concept  of  the  Plan" 
was  viewed  as  a  good  management  tool  for  determining  the  level  of  detail 
in  subsequent  planning  steps.   The  District  Manager  concept  was 
considered  a  contract  for  work.   While  the  other  pilots  did  not  complete 
a  document  for  the  District  Manager's  Concept  of  the  Plan,  all  felt  that 
it  was  valuable  for  management  (Area  Managers  and,  in  some  cases, 
District  Managers)  to  clearly  identify  the  desired  level  of  detail  of 
decisions  early  in  the  process. 

Decision  Levels  of  the  Pilots 

Table  1  provides  a  summary  description  of  the  kinds  of  decisions  made  in 
each  pilot  by  resource  issue  category.   This  provides  a  reference  to  the 
level  of  detail  of  the  decisions  for  each  plan  for  use  in  future  planning 
efforts.   Although  the  levels  of  decisions  varied  from  pilot  to  pilot, 
there  was  unanimous  agreement  that  the  determination  of  the  kinds  of 
decisions  to  be  made  is  a  vital  early  step  in  the  scoping  process. 
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TABLE  I 
DECISION  LEVELS  OF  PILOT  RMP ' S 
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-  Provides  for 

managing  WSAs 
to  maintain 
wilderness 
characteristics 

-  Decisions  on 

recommendation 
for  wilderness 
designacion  are 
deferred  to 
statewide  EIS's 

-  Recommends  prel irai- 

nary  suitable  and 

.     nonsuitable  area3 

-  Recommends  prelimi- 
nary suicable  and 
nonsuitab le  areas 

-  ivecuast.nuj  pre  I  imi- 
nary  suitable  an;: 
nonsuiCabie  areas 

ecreacion 

-  8/A 

-  Adopts  ROS  classes 

-  Designates  RMA's 

-  Maintains  existing 

facilities 

-  Develops  new  faci- 

lities to  meet 
demands 

-  Identifies  areas 
for  special 

-  Identifies  one  area 
for  continued  use 

-  Designates  SRMA's 
and  management 

-  Designates  SRMA's 

recreation  use 

-  Remainder  of 

objectives 

-  Maintains  existing 

resource  area  was 

-  Adopts  classes  with 

management  cor.cer: 

facilities 

classified  as  open 

SRMA ' s 

or  closed  to 
motorcycle  events 

-  Remainder  of  area 

identified  exten-   1 

identified  excen- 

-  Additional  manage- 

sive use,  with      I 

-  Determines  facility 

ment  guidance 

management  ob jec-   ! 

deveiopmenc  ac 

common  to  all 

tives  identified   | 

SRMA's  and  RAMC ' s 

alternatives 

-  Maintains  existing 
facilities 

Off-Road 

Vehicles 

-  Planning  area  open   ! 
with  restrictions 
placed  on  speci-   I 
fie  areas         | 

-  Designates  areas  as  1 
open,  closed,  or   I 
limited  to  ORV  use  I 

-  Designates  areas 
open,  closed,  orl 
limited  to  ORV   I 

-  Designates  areas  as 
open,  closed ,  or   I 
limited  to  ORV  use  1 

-  Designates  areas  as   I 
open,  closed,  or 

-  Designates  areas  as 

open,  closed  or 
limited  to  ORV  us- 

-  Idencifies  specific 

-  Identifies  specific  I 

use             | 

-  Idencifies  limited   1 

-  Idencifies  specific   [ 

restrictions  on    | 
"limited"  areas    i 

-  Identifies  speci-  | 

areas  for 

restrictions  on    I 

fie  restrictions] 

activity/travel    j 

"limited"  areas     I 

on  'limited"    | 

planning          | 

areas          | 

-  Identifies  general   ] 
restrictions  that  I 
could  be  applied   I 
to  the  "limited"   I 

1 

areas            | 

Wildlife/    1 

Terrestrial  1 
(Includes    I 
Ti£  Species)! 

-  Protects  special     J 

habi  tat  areas      | 

-  Habitat  improvements  I 

-  HMP  deve lopment      | 

-  Identifies  big  game  I 

population  numbers  1 

-  Provides  AUM's  for   I 

big  game          | 

-  Protects  special     [ 

habitat  areas 

-  Habitat  improvements  i 

-  HMP  development      ! 

-  Protects  AUMs  for  I 

big  game         | 

-  Habitat  improve-   I 

ments           | 

-  HMP  development    | 

-  Protects  special   1 

nan  i  cat  areas    I 

-  Provisions  for  wild-| 
life  enhancement   I 
and  mitigation  arei 
contained  in  live- I 
stock/range  man-   1 
ageraent,  oil  and   j 
gas,  and  speci at   I 
management  areas   i 
1 

-  Identifies  big  game   1 

population  numbers  j 

-  Provides  AUM's  for    i 

big  game           j 

-  Protects  special     I 

habitat  areas      | 

-  KabiCic  ir.prjv-i-ionts 

-  Identifies  big  gam* 

population  numser 

-  Habitat  improvemen: 

-  HMP  development 

-  Protects  special 

habicac  areas       i 
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TABLE  1  (cont'd) 


Resource 
Issue 

Cateaorv 


Aquatic/ 

Ri  parian 
(Includes 
Tit  Species 


T&E  Planes 


Wild  Horses 


/isual 
R-asource 
Management 


Other 

Leasables 


Al turas 


Provisions  for  ripa1 
rian  habitat 
enhancement  and 
protection  are 
contained  in  the 
wildlife  section 

No  provisions  for 
aquatic  habitat 


Identifies  areas 
for  protection 


-  Provisions  for  wild 
horses  management 
contained  in  range 


N/A 


No  specific  desig- 
nations, restric- 
tions based  on 
future  site- 
specific  EA 
analysis. 


No  specific  desig- 
tiona  for  geo- 
thermal  restric- 
tions based  on 
future  site- 
specific  EA 
analysis 


Standard  operating 
procedures  for 
material  sales 
(management  guid- 
ance common  to  all 
alternatives ) 


Area  open  with  stan- 
dard operating 
procedures 
(management  guid- 
ance common  to  all 
al  ternatives) 


Glenwood 


Provisions  for  ripa- 
rian habitat 
enhancement  and 
protection  are 
contained  in  the 
wildlife  section 
Identifies  aquatic 
areas  for  habitat 
improvement 


Protection  provided 
as  part  of  stan- 
dard operating 
procedures  (man- 
agement guidance 
common  to  all 
alternatives) 


N/A 


.  Designates  VRM 
classes 
Manages  VRM 

elasses  according 
to  class  objec- 
tives 


Identifies  lands 
unsuitable  for 
surface  mining  or 
occupancy 

Designates  areas  as 
acceptable  for 
further  considera- 
tion of  coal 
leasing 


Designates  areas  for 
no  lease,  NSO, 
special  stipula- 
tions, and  stan- 
dard stipulations 

Identifies  special 
stipulations 


N/A 


Identifies  areas 
closed  to 
material  sites 


Identifies  areas  for 
withdrawal  and  to 
remain  open 


Grand 


Provisions  for 
riparian/aquatic 
are  contained  in 
resource  manage- 
ment prescrip- 
tions 


Protection  pro- 
vided as  part  o 
standard  operat 
ing  procedures 


N/A 


Provisions  made 
in  other  pro- 
gram actions  to 
maintain  visual 
quality 


N/A 


Designates  areas 
for  no  lease, 
NSO,  special 
stipulations , 
and  standard 
stipulations 

Identifies  special 
stipulations 


Identifies  areas 
of  leasable 
materials 


Identifies  areas 
for  material 
sites 


Identifies  areas 
for  withdrawal 
and  to  remain 
open 


Headwaters 


-  Provisions  for  ripa- 
rian/aquatic 
habitat  enhance- 
ment and  protec- 
tion are  contained 
in  range/riparian 
issues 


Protection  provided 
as  part  of  stan- 
dard operating 
procedures  (man- 
agement guidance 
common  to  all 
alternatives) 


-  N/A 


Identifies  specific 
subunits  for  class 
II  guidelines 

All  other  areas 
evaluated  in 
activity  plans 


Identifies  lands 
unsuitable  for 
surface  mining  or 
occupancy 

Designates  areas  as 
acceptable  for 
further  considera- 
tion of  coal 
leasing 


Designates  areas  for 
no  lease,  NSO, 
special  stipula- 
tions, and  stan- 
dard stipulations 

Identifies  special 
stipulations 


Provides  standard 
operating  pro- 
cedures for  geo- 
thermal  (manage- 
ment guidance 
common  to  all 
alternatives) 


Standard  operating 
procedures  for 
sale  df  sand  and 
gravel  (management 
guidance  common  to 
all  alternatives) 


Identifies  areas  for 
withdrawal  and  to 
remain  open 


Kreramling 


Provisions  for  ripa' 
rian  habitat 
enhancement  and 
protection  are 
contained  in  the 
wildlife  section 

Identifies  aquatic 
areas  for  habitat 
improvement 


Identifies  areas  for 
protection 


N/A 


Designates  VRM 

classes 
Considers  VRM 

classes  in  other 

management 

practices 


Identifies  lands 
unsuitable  for 
surface  mining  or 
occupancy 

Designates  areas  as 
acceptable  for 
further  considera- 
tion of  coal 
leasing 


Designates  areas  for 
no  lease ,  NSO, 
special  stipula- 
tions, and  stan- 
dard stipulations 

Identifies  special 
stipulations 


-  N/A 


Identifies  types  of 
areas  suitable  for 
material  sales 

Identifies  areas 
closed  to 
material  sales 


Area  open  with  stan- 
dard operating 
procedures 
(management  guid- 
ance common  to  all 
alternatives) 


Provisions  for  ripa- 
rian habitat 
enhancement  and 
protection  are 
contained  in  the 
wildlife  section 

Identifies  aquatic 
areas  for  habitat 
improvement 


Protection  provided 
as  part  of  5 tan- 
dard  operating 
procedures  (man- 
agement guidance 
common  to  all 
alternatives ) 


II 


Designates  wild  !| 
horse  herd  [ 
management  areas    I 

Provides  for  manage-  ;l 
ment  of  numbers  of  'I 
wild  horses  within  || 
a  population  range  | 

Range  improvements   | 


'I 


Provisions  in  other 
program  actions  to 
maintain  visual 
quality 

VRM  completed  but  no 
designations  as 
part  of  RM? 


No  specific  designa- 
tions ,  restrictions 
based  on  future 
site-specific  ZA 
analysis. 
Seasonal  restric- 
tions to  protect 
wildlife  habitat 


.1 


-  N/A 


Area  open  with  stan- 
dard operating 
procedures 
(management  guid- 
ance common  to  all 
alternatives ) 

Seasonal  restrictions 
to  protect  wildlife 
habitat 
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TABLE   1    (cont'd) 


Issue                         '" 

Catecorv     1        Alturas                Glenwood 

'"ands       [  "  Identifies  specific  I  -  Identifies  areas  fo 
parcels  for  poten-|     retention  or 
tial  disposal     |     disposal 

Pilot  RMP — 

-4- $™-nd                 1     Headwaters        |     Kremmling          |    '  Weill " 

furthpr  cfi,H„    1      -  j     j             "kTOtion,  sale,    |     retention  or 
further  study,        study,  and  con-   I     exchange,  or  .     |     disposal 
and  considera-   1     sideration  for    |     transfer              IH°  P°      , 
1     tion  for        |     disposal               transfer              Identities  sale  as 

1     disposal        |  -  Identifies  exchange  I                           Z?*?'   "'"h°d 
1                 ,   .                       lot  disposal 
1      as  primary  method  | 

1      of  disposal        | 

1  ~  Provides  specific    j                      i 

I      criteria  for       |                        i 

I     retention,  dispo-  j 

1     sal,  and  acquisi-  |                      | 

tion  of  specific   | 

1     tracts  within     |                      i 

1      zones 

Access/     J  .  8/A                |  .  ratifies  specific 
Iranspor-                      |     areas  needi 
ta,:l°n                       1     access 

1  ■  Identifies  areas 
1     for  road  main- 
tenance or  new 
1     road  construction 

I     easement  accui-  |     LeTwerf  den-           s^"1"8 

8iCi0n          1     «•«•   I"^uded  a       different  uses  and       "    "-        *   ">* 

1      u_4_*      •  -            lu"enc  uses  and  |      acquisition 
brief  provision    |     general  areas 
that  general  pri-  |      within  each  type    | 
orities  for  futurel  -  Defers  to  activity 
access  acquisition!     planning  the  deve-  | 
lie  within  deli-   |     lopment  of  trans-   | 
neated  land       |     portation  plan     | 
1                   1     retention  zones 

(management  guid-  | 
ance  common  to  all | 

1     alternatives      | 

1  -  No  specific  trans-   | 
portation  routes   | 

1     identified.   Some  j 

restrictions  were  j                      i 

1     identified  for    j 

existing  and      |                      i 
future  roads      | 

Jorrtdors/   -  Designates  use  of    !-  Designates  areas  as 
Utilities      existing  corridors  I    suitable,  sensi- 

-  Rest  of  area  open    |     tive,  or  unsuitable 
with  standard       | 
operating  proce-   J 
dures  (management   I 
guidance  common  to  I 
all  alternatives)   I 

-  Designates  utility  1  -  Designates  exclu-   I-  Identifies  areas  un-   I-  Designates  corridor- 
corridors  and     I     sion.  avoidance,   I    suitable-  rest  of        L  h   r 
identified  areas  I     and  window  area    I    area  open  "  h          S?  ldentl£lesJ 
to  be  avoided     1     for  areas  of          11  _L  a                 •         planning  corridors 
ior  areas  or          standard  operating   I 
concern          |    procedures  (manage-  | 
-  Remainder  of  Resource)    ment  guidance 
1     Area  considered    |    common  to  all 

available         |    alternatives)       | 

limber      |  -  Identifies  areas  fori  -  Identifies  areas  for 
intensive  manage-  I      intensive  manage-  I 
nent             1     ment 
-  Places  restrictions  1  -  Places  restrictions  1 
on  practices  based  I     on  practices  based! 
on  other  resources  I     on  other  resources  I 

| j J . ,1 

"  N/A              !  "  lde"Cifies  area  not  I  -  Identifies  productive!  -  N/A 

available  for     |     forest  land  suit_   j                      j 
management             able  £or  managementl 

-  Identifies  acreage   1  -  Identifies  productivel 

of  set  asides     |     forest  land  unsuit-l 

-  Specifies  allowable  I     able  for  managementl 

cut.                  because  of  environ-i 

-  Identifies  priority  I     mental  constraints  I 

management  areas   I  -  Recommends  recalcu-   | 

-  Special  provisions   1     lation  of  allowablel 

for  one  area  of   I     cut  based  on  the   1 

ctmcern              suitable  intensive  1 

.                     1     management  acreage  I 

Woodlands    j  -  Identifies  areas     I  -  Identifies  areas 

open  to  cutting    I     for  management     1 

1      with  SOP's  (man-   I 

1     agement  guidance   I                     l 

!     common  to  all     | 

alternatives)     J                     I 

1  -  Identifies  speci-   j 

1     fie  areas  for     j                     i 

1     cutting  to  bene-   I 
fit  wildlife      | 

"  "'*              J  -  MS2SSlJ5M  °f  j  -  M»tUlM  limited    !  -  Identifies  areas     j 
-  Id«ti««.  .S           ^nagement  on      |     ope„  to  cutting    | 

1     asides                V°°dland  "'"     J     »ith  S0P'=  C-.5-   | 

1     agement  guidance 
J                                               1      common  to  all 

1     alternatives)      1 

1  -  Identifies  specific   | 
1                                           1     areas  for  cutting   | 
|                                                to  benefit  wild-   1 

1      life 

Areas  of    I  -  Considered  designa-  |  -  Considered,  desist-   1 
Critical        tion             |     naced  6 

Environ-   j 
mental     | 
Concern    j                       i 

1                   1                   ! 

"  ^              !  "  COlHa"tt   d"i8na"  !  "  C°"sid«ed  ""U"-   1  -  Considered,  desig- 
tion  for  some     I     tion                   nat.d  ,       S 
1     WSA's  and  other   | 
areas  of  concern   I 
1  -  Designated  1        | 

1 1                      1 
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TABLE   1    (cont'd) 


Issue 

Pilot  RMP 

— . 

Cate^orv 

Alturas 

Glanwood 

Grand 

Headwaters 

Kreamlin^ 

tf«  L  L  s 

Paleontolo- 

- See  cultural  section 

-  Identifies  areas 

;  -  n/a 

1  -  N/A 

1  -  Identifies  areas  with 

1  -  a/A 

gies! 

with  high  poten- 

high potential 

Resources 

tial  for  protec- 
tion 

for  protection 

Special 

-  Considered  SMA's; 

-  Considered  SMA's; 

-  Considered  SMA's; 

1  -  Considered  ONA's 

1  -  Considered  SMA's; 

Management 

designated  1  RNA 

designated  1 

designated  ONA's 

and  recreation 

designated  2  RNA's 

section 

Areas 

natural  environ- 
mental area 

lands;  designated 
ONA's  and  ORV 
use  areas 

Cultural 

-  Identifies  areas  for 

-  Identifies  areas  for 

-  Handled  in  SOP 's 

-  Handled  in  SOP's 

-  Identifies  specific 

-  Handled  in  SOP's 

cultural  resource 

cultural  resource 

(management:  guid- 

areas for  manage- 

(management guid- 

management  and 

management  and 

ance  common  to 

ment  for  protection 

national  register 

national  register 

all  alternatives) 

designation 

designation 

-  Identifies  areas  for 

-  Identifies  areas  for 

CRMP  development 

CRMP  development 

Soils/ 

-  Identifies  areas  for 

-  Prepares  water 

-  Identifies  criti- 

-  Handled  in  SOP's 

-  Sensitive  watersheds 

Watershed 

intensive  water- 

quality plan 

watershed  areas 

(management  guid- 

identified. 

(managemenc  guid- 
ance common  to 

shed  maintenance 

-  Manages  4  areas  to 

-  Establishes  goals 

ance  common  to 

Management  achieved 

and  improvement 

improve  water 

for  improvement/ 

all  alternatives) 

through  other 

-  Identifies  specific 

quality 

maintenance 

program  activity 

areas  for  BMP 

-  Increases  water 

-  Directs  develop- 

> 

development 

yield  through 
design  features 
on  other  proposals 

-  Conducts  experiments 

on  water  yield 
increases 

-  Protects  critical 

watershed  areas 

ment  in  activity 
plans 

■ 

-  Identified  streams 

needing  improvement 
to  meet  minimum 
water  quality 
standards 

Fire 

-  Fire  identified  as 

-  Designates  fire 

-  Fire  identified  as 

-  (SOP)  management 

-  Protection  priorities 

-  (SOP)  management 

a  management  cool 

management  zones 

management  tool 

guidance  common  to 

identified 

guidance  common  to 

to  achieve  other 

to  achieve  other 

all  alternatives 

-  Fire  identified  as 

all  alternatives 

program  goals 

program  goals 

-  Designates  areas 

for  limited 
suppression 

-  Identifies  fire 

management  goals 

management  tool  to 
achieve  other 
program  goals 

Air 

-  Handled  in  SOP's 

-  Inventories  air 

-  Handled  in  SOP's 

-  Handled  in  SOP's 

-  Handled  in  SOP's 

-  Handled  in  SCP's 

( managemen t  guid- 

quality to  estab- 

(management 

(management  guid- 

(management guid- 

(management guid-   1 

ance  common  to 

lish  baseline 

guidance  common 

ance  common  to 

ance  common  to 

ance  comzion  to 

all  alternatives) 

-  Ensures  proposals 

comply  with  air    I 
quality  regula-    ' 
tions 

to  all  alterna- 
tives) 

all  alternatives) 

all  alternatives)   1 

all  alternatives)   j 

! 

1 

Cadastral 

-  N/A 

-  Identifies  support 

-  Identifies  support 

-  SOP  (management 

-  Identifies  support    I 

-  N/A 

requirements 

requirements 

guidance  common  to  1 
all  alternatives 

requirements       | 
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K.   Budgets 

The  costs  of  most  pilot  RMP's  were  supplemented  along  the  way  by  various 
subactivities,  in  addition  to  4410.   In  more  than  one  instance,  this 
"soliciting"  of  funds  resulted  in  some  programming  problems  for  those 
other  supporting  subactivities.   Since  project  codes  were  not  initially 
assigned  to  specific  RMP's,  obtaining  highly  accurate  cost  information 
was  difficult.   Table  2  gives  specific  cost  information  by  RMP.   Figures 
shown  for  the  aggregrated  RMP  steps  show  considerable  variation,  probably 
due  to  some  unique  situations  for  each  RMP.   The  total  cost  figures  are 
judged  the  most  meaningful. 
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L.   Time  Frames 

All  the  pilots  developed  schedules  with  target  dates  for  completion  of 
the  various  planning  steps.   In  most  cases,  adjustments  to  the  schedules 
were  necessary  because  of  difficulty  in  implementing  the  planning 
regulations  without  detailed  guidance,  review  problems,  or  budget 
limitations . 

Summary  of  the  Pilots 

Most  of  the  pilots  required  3  years  to  develop  the  draft  RMP/EIS  from  the 
date  the  preplan  was  started.   (Range:   1  year  for  Grand  to  4  years  for 
Wells.)   An  average  of  7  months  lapsed  between  the  release  of  the  draft 
and  release  of  the  final  (Range:   4  months  for  Glenwood  to  15  months  for 
Kremmling) . 

All  pilots  felt  that  developing  their  plans  in  the  absence  of  formal 
guidance  caused  them  significant  delays  due  to  backtracking,  confusion, 
and  redoing.   Particularly  difficult  and  time-consuming  to  all  was  the 
development  of  planning  criteria  and  for  most,  alternative  formulation 
was  a  drawn  out  process. 

Glenwood  Springs  and  Wells  felt  that  their  Management  Situation  Analyses 
(MSA's)  were  too  detailed  with  too  much  time  spent  on  their  development. 
Glenwood  Springs  lacked  adequate  inventory  data  so  they  decided  to 
develop  a  more  detailed  MSA. 

Kremmling,  Headwaters,  Wells,  and  Grand  were  delayed  because  additional 
grazing  information  was  needed  to  meet  the  NRDC  suit  requirements.   These 
changes  were  made  in  the  final. 

Alturas  was  delayed  because  initial  efforts  to  develop  a  joint  plan  with 
the  Forest  Service  were  abandoned  after  6  months  work. 

Glenwood  felt  that  extensive  revision  required  after  DO  and  SO  reviews  of 
the  draft  caused  them  significant  delays. 

Grand  felt  that  their  schedule  did  not  allow  for  adequate  editing  prior 
to  printing  resulting  in  numerous  errors  in  the  document. 

Those  pilots  involved  in  resolving  protests  felt  that  too  much  time  was 
taken  to  achieve  this  (4  to  6  months). 

There  was  a  strong  feeling  that  most  pilots  spent  too  much  time  on 
issues,  planning  criteria,  and  MSA;  often  to  the  detriment  of  the 
environmental  analysis  and  writing  of  the  draft.   It  was  critical  to  have 
enough  time  to  complete  those  steps  properly. 

Some  items  to  consider  as  potential  time  savers  are: 

1.   Develop  State  Director  guidance  or  set  up  generic  planning 
criteria  that  will  help  future  RMP  efforts  in  developing  plan-specific 
planning  criteria. 
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2.  Define  and  insure  a  clear  understanding  of  the  level  of  detail  of 
your  plan  at  the  earliest  possible  time.   Tailor  plan  development 
accordingly. 

3.  Avoid  major  inventory  efforts  after  plan  has  started.   Get  a 
"buy-off"  from  management  on  adequacy  of  information  at  the  beginning  of 
the  process.   (Minimum  amount  of  information  needed  to  make  the  decision 
for  the  level  of  planning  you  are  doing.) 

4.  Talk  to  people  who  have  worked  on  RMP's. 

5.  Maintain  close  coordination  with  everyone  involved  with  the  plan 
including  reviewers  and  management.   This  will  avoid  surprises  and  reduce 
back-tracking  after  reviews. 

6.  Have  adequate  typing  and  editing  skills  at  the  disposal  of  team 
leader. 

7.  Keep  number  of  alternatives  at  a  reasonable  number  (five  or  less 
including  preferred). 

8.  Have  a  centralized  source  of  expertise  on  cartography,  printing, 
and  mailing. 

9.  Examine  the  potential  of  computerized  mapping  capability  for 
developing  alternative  maps. 

10.  Develop  better  guidance  for  preparing  the  environmental 
consequences  of  land-use  decisions  that  have  general  (not  site  specific 
or  hard  to  quantify)  impacts. 

M.   Reviews 

The  level  and  types  of  reviews  varied  among  all  of  the  pilot  efforts. 
The  general  lack  of  knowledge  of  the  RMP  process  by  reviewers  made  this  a 
learning  process,  not  only  for  reviewers  but  also  for  the  preparers. 
There  was  considerable  concern  and  differences,  in  some  cases,  as  to  what 
goes  into  an  RMP. 

Informal  reviews  were  conducted  through  coordination  between  pilots  and 
District  Office  and/or  State  Office  planning  coordinators.   Other  reviews 
were  completed  by  DO  and  SO  program  leaders  working  one-on-one  with  team 
members;  SO  resources  staff  and  DO  resources  staff  reviews;  and 
organization  of  steering  committees.   Planning  steps  commonly  reviewed 
were  the  preplan,  MSA,  formulation  of  alternatives,  the  preferred 
alternative,  and  environmental  consequences. 

Formal  reviews  common  among  the  pilots  were  completed  on  the  PDEIS,  Final 
EIS/RMP,  and  protest  responses.   Briefings  were  generally  given  to  the 
State  Director  and  District  Manager.   Although  reviews  varied,  the 
approach  proved  beneficial  at  whatever  level  it  was  completed.   The 
reviews  were  constructive  and  often  assisted  the  team  in  coming  to 
agreements  on  format,  content,  process,  etc.   In  most  cases,  the 
involvement  of  management  came  at  the  review  stages.   It  is  important  to 
get  this  involvement  early  to  alleviate  revisions  later  in  the  process. 
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Section  III 
Applying  the  RMP  Process 


Introduction 


This  section  gets  into  the  "nuts  and  bolts"  of  actual  plan  preparation. 
Individual  pilot  experiences  with  preplanning  and  the  resource  management 
planning  process  steps  are  summarized  below.   Some  conclusions  are  drawn 
as  to  the  merits  of  various  pilots'  approaches  to  each  of  the  steps, 
followed  by  some  general  conclusions  as  to  the  lessons  learned  in  the 
pilot  experience.   At  the  end  of  this  section  are  six  subsections,  one 
for  each  pilot  RMP,  which  present  the  pilot  experiences  in  detail.   The 
detailed  material  enables  the  reader  to  follow  each  pilot  effort  through 
in  a  logical  sequence. 

A.   Preplanning 

1.  Major  Driving  Programs 

Grazing  (NRDC)  lawsuit)  and  wilderness  EIS  requirements  were  the  driving 
programs  for  all  six  pilots.   Coal  was  a  major  consideration  for  Glenwood 
Springs  and  Kremmling.   Each  pilot  had  outdated  or  unfinished  MFP ' s . 

The  grazing  and  wilderness  requirements  resulted  in  a  level  of  detail 
being  imposed  on  the  pilots  which  substantially  modified  initial 
expectations.   Grazing  and  wilderness  requirements  also  resulted  in  two 
issues  being  added  which  may  not  have  been  of  concern  to  local  publics. 

2.  Preplanning  Analysis 

All  pilots  prepared  a  Preplanning  Analysis  (preplan).   Preplans  were 
prepared  before  the  RMP  process  was  clearly  understood,  so  they 
frequently  fell  short  of  providing  what  was  needed  to  guide  the  effort. 
However,  they  were  useful  for  facilitating  management  understanding  and 
commitment,  determining  staffing  needs  and  funding,  and  establishing 
roles,  responsibilities,  and  schedules.   All  pilots  felt  it  essential  to 
view  preplans  as  being  flexible  and  as  a  guide,  not  as  a  set  of 
commandments . 

3.  Public  Participation  Plan 

All  pilots  prepared  public  participation  plans.   These  plans  generally 
were  followed  and  have  proven  useful. 

Public  participation  plans  were  incorporated  into  preplans  or  action 
plans  and  tied  planning  process  points  to  public  participation  actions. 
All  pilots  agree  that  these  plans  should  be  kept  fairly  general. 

4.  Notice  of  Intent  (NOI) 

All  pilots  issued  general  NOI ' s  at  the  outset  of  the  RMP  process. 

Because  it  was  so  early  in  the  game,  specific  issues  and  plan 

alternatives  could  not  be  identified.   These  initial  NOI's  were  premature 
and  did  not  convey  detailed  information. 
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Grand  issued  a  second, NOI  for  the  EIS  which  identified  the  specific 
issues  and  stated  that  alternatives  would  be  discussed  at  scoping 
meetings.   Opinion  of  the  participants  who  prepared  this  Reference  Guide 
was  divided  as  to  whether  this  second  NOI  was  a  good  idea  or  not.   The 
best  solution  may  be  to  ensure  the  original  NOI  states  that  alternatives 
will  be  developed  and  an  EIS  prepared. 

5.   Mock-up 

All  pilots  prepared  RMP/EIS  mock-ups  at  the  request  of  the  Washington 
Office.   Four  pilots  also  completed  mock-ups  of  the  Management  Situation 
Analysis.   Mock-ups  were  prepared  just  prior  to  the  actual  preparation  of 
documents — issues  and  planning  criteria  had  to  be  identified  prior  to 
mock-up  preparation. 

Mock-ups  are  universally  regarded  as  valuable.   They  give  team  members 
their  first  clear  idea  of  the  document  format.   Once  the  Bureau  settles 
on  a  standard  format,  mock-ups  may  be  less  essential,  but  they  could 
still  be  useful  to  identify  map  and  appendix  requirements  and  serve  other 
internal  purposes. 

B.   Planning  Process  Steps 

1°   Identifying,  Screening,  and  Determining  Significance  of  Issues 

Several  pilots  found  that  the  public  needed  guidance  and  direction  to 
focus  on  issues;  a  totally  unstructured  setting  resulted  in  confusion. 
Individual  contacts  with  interest  and  user  groups,  local  government 
entities,  and  other  key  players  may  be  far  more  productive  and 
efficient.   One  suggested  approach  is  to  tell  the  public  what  an  issue  is 
and  give  a  couple  of  actual  examples,  then  open  the  matter  for 
discussion.   A  brief  description  of  how  BLM  is  managing  programs  and 
issues  in  the  local  area  could  also  be  helpful. 

Another  problem  area  was  having  too  many  issues  or  issues  being  too  broad 
in  scope.   Definitions  of  issues  varied  widely  and  resulted  in  widely 
varying  numbers  of  issues  being  carried  forward.   Grand's  approach  was  to 
state  up  front  that  if  an  issue  could  not  be  pinpointed  on  a  map  it  was 
not  an  issue;  this  worked  generally,  but  did  not  apply  equally  well  to 
all  issues.   Other  pilots  were  concerned  that  if  specific  locations  were 
identified,  problems  would  arise  if  some  were  left  out.   It  cannot  be 
overemphasized  that  the  number  and  specificity  of  issues  affects  the 
complexity  of  subsequent  stages  of  RMP  development. 

All  pilots  used  a  formal,  documented  issue  tracking  system.   Public  input 
was  analyzed  and  tracked  into  issue  identification.   It  was  found  that 
the  public  did  not  raise  all  issues  felt  to  be  important  by  the 
pilots — some  issues  were  formulated  by  the  resource  area  staffs.   This, 
in  turn,  resulted  in  a  few  instances  of  resource  advocacy. 
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2.      Developing  the  Planning  Criteria 

For  the  pilots,  planning  criteria  identification  or  development  was 
possibly  the  most  confusing,  frustrating,  and  time-wasting  part  of  the 
process. ^  Some  pilots  started  with  criteria  derived  from  laws,  policy, and 
other  guidance.   Some  developed  process  and  decision  criteria  based  on 
the  anticipated  nature  of  decisions  to  be  made. 

The  pilot  experience  suggests  that  it  may  be  useful  to  have  the 
Washington  or  State  Offices  issue  a  set  of  general  planning  criteria 
based  on  policies  and  regulations.   This  would  avoid  having  individual 
districts  spending  several  months  developing  similar  criteria.   General 
criteria  could  be  supplemented  with  specifics  by  individual  districts. 

The  necessity  of  having  a  formal,  separate  planning  criteria  step  was 
questioned.   In  any  event,  having  a  general,  generic  set  of  planning 
criteria  guidelines  (not  requirements)  would  simplify  the  process 
considerably. 

Most  pilots  continued  their  issue  tracking  system  into  planning  criteria 
formulation.   This  approach  was  considered  useful. 

Publishing  of  planning  criteria  seemed  only  to  confuse  the  public.   Few 
responses  were  received,  presumably  because  people  had  little 
understanding  about  planning  criteria  and  their  use. 

3*   Inventory  and  Data  Compilation,  ■Collection,  and  Storage 

Baseline  inventories  were  frequently  out  of  sync  with  the  planning  effort 
since  inventories  were  well  underway  prior  to  Pilot  RMP  designations.  As 
a  result,  some  data  gaps  were  unfilled  and  some  data  were  not  immediately 
useful  to  the  RMP. 

Data  compilation  and  storage  is  important  and  also  very  time  consuming. 
It  is  very  helpful  to  organize  and  store  data  so  it  is  accessible  and 
useable  and  to  summarize  data  so  it  is  more  comprehensible.   This  avoids 
having  to  call  a  former  summer  temporary  employee  to  get  needed 
information.   An  inventory  information  summary  with  a  comprehensive  table 
of  contents  or  index  is  suggested  as  an  approach. 

Management  buy-off  in  advance  on  the  type  and  level  of  inventory  data 
collection  is  a  key  point.   As  much  as  possible,  inventory  decisions 
should  be  documented  during  the  preplanning  analysis  to  avoid  later 
difficulties  arising  from  resource  specialists  demanding  more  data. 

L"      Analyzing  the  Management  Situation 

The  pilots  generally  used  the  same  approach,  though  levels  of  analysis 
differed  somewhat.   Most  started  with  a  profile  of  the  existing 
situations,  talked  about  current  use  or  management,  and  ended  with  a 
discussion  of  capabilities  or  opportunities  to  feed  into  alternative 
development. 
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Most  Management  Situation  Analyses  (MSA's)  were  organized  along  program 
or  resource  lines,  e.g.,  lands,  livestock  grazing,  etc.   Grand  organized 
their  MSA  by  planning  issues  and  found  they  were  not  getting  enough 
coverage  of  some  of  their  high  potential  grazing  allotments  for  grazing 
EIS  purposes.   The  scope  of  the  RMP  was  expanded  to  cover  these. 

Resource  Areas  were  subdivided  into  smaller  units  by  several  pilots 
during  the  capability  analysis  to  make  data  more  manageable.   This 
received  mixed  reviews  by  workshop  participants.   It  was  generally 
considered  useful  in  initial  formulation  of  alternatives,  but  not  worth 
carrying  forward  into  actual  documentation  and  publication  because  it  was 
felt  this  would  create  confusion  without  communicating  useful  information 
to  the  public. 

A  point  of  agreement  is  that  the  team  should  have  general  alternatives  in 
mind  to  guide  and  focus  the  capability  analysis.   Otherwise,  the  team 
ends  up  with  much  wasted  effort  and  useless  material. 

In  general,  the  better  an  idea  the  team  has  of  the  end  product,  the  more 
focused  and  logical  the  entire  RMP  process  is. 

5.   Formulating  Alternative  Plans 

As  discussed  in  the  preceding  step,  an  approach  used  by  all  the  pilots 
was  to  designate  subunits  within  the  resource  area,  with  the  idea  that 
the  final  preferred  plan  could  be  an  overall  combination  of  different 
alternatives  (for  example:   livestock  production  for  area  A,  resource 
protection  for  areas  B  and  C,  and  no  action  for  area  D). 

However,  only  Wells  carried  this  subunit  approach  through  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  stage.   In  other  instances,  it  was  felt  the  inclusion  of 
information  on  subunits  would  only  result  in  confusion  and  the  conveying 
of  unnecessary  information.   Tying  alternatives  back  to  resolution  of 
specific  issues  and  alternatives  in  the  final  document  could  present  a 
problem. 

The  necessity  for  a  formal  conflict  analysis  process;  e.g.,  structured 
worksheets,  matrices,  etc.,  was  debated  by  the  people  preparing  this 
Reference  Guide.   If  many  conflicts  or  a  complex  mix  of  resource  uses  are 
present,  a  formal  process  would  be  necessary.  When  few  conflicts  are 
present,  the  alternatives  may  be  readily  apparent  upon  completing  the  MSA. 

One  suggested  approach  is  to  formulate  tentative  alternatives  immediately 
after  issue  identification  to  help  guide  and  focus  all  subsequent 
stages.   This  can  be  done  either  formally  or  informally  with  appropriate 
documentation.   However  it  is  done,  it  seemed  to  provide  a  greater  focus 
for  the  team  particularly  during  the  MSA.   In  general,  it  was  felt  that 
this  did  not  unduly  constrain  the  alternatives  too  early,  as  long  as  some 
flexibility  for  change  was  allowed. 

It  was  generally  found  to  be  helpful  to  develop  detailed  management  goals 
and  objectives  for  each  alternative  and  then  determine  the  specific 
management  that  would  result. 
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6.  Estimation  of  Effects  of  Alternatives 

Three  of  the  pilot  RMP's  (Glenwood,  Kremmling,  and  Grand)  used  Pete 
Haug's  assessment  forms  to  aid  their  interdisciplinary  team  in  analyzing 
impacts.   The  Butte,  Montana,  District  did  not  use  these  forms  for  the 
Headwaters  RiMP  but  they  are  in  the  next  RMP  in  the  District.   Those  who 
used  these  forms  felt  they  greatly  aided  the  ID  team  in  keeping  on  track 
and  that  they  "left  trails"  for  others  to  follow  later. 

Both  Wells  and  Alturas  used  "bullets"  or  "impact"  statements  in  their 
RMP's.   Alturas  found  that  these  did  not'  provide  enough  information  on 
how  the  impacts  were  derived  and,  therefore,  their  impacts  were  rewritten 
in  narrative  form  between  the  draft  and  final.   Wells,  however,  provided 
"impact"  statements  but  followed  them  with  detailed  analysis  for  the 
reader  to  study.   This  was  similar  to  what  Alturas  ended  up  with  in  their 
final. 

Wells  analyzed  alternative  plans  both  on  a  geographic  subunit  basis  and 
on  a  resource  area-wide  basis.   This  enabled  a  reader  to  know  the  impacts 
on  a  portion  of  the  resource  area  as  well  as  the  entire  RA.   It  also  led 
easily  to  analysis  of  cumulative  impacts. 

All  pilots  mentioned  that  interaction  among  ID  team  members  is  essenti-al 
and  most  felt  that  use  of  some  sort  of  EA  matrix  such  as  Pete  Haug's  is 
helpful. 

7 .  Selecting  the  Preferred  Alternative 

The  pilots  generally  used  the  same  approach,  though  levels  differed 
somewhat.   The  preferred  alternative  was  selected  by  the  District  and 
Area  Managers  with  input  from  the  team  leader  and  interdisciplinary  team. 

Most  pilots  utilized  some  form  of  decision  criteria  (written  or 
conceptual)  as  guidelines  to  select  the  recommendations  in  the  preferred 
alternative. 

The  probable  environmental  impacts  and  consequences  of  each  alternative 
were  also  an  important  factor  in  selecting  a  preferred  alternative. 
However,  only  the  Glenwood  Springs  and  Kremmling  pilots  completed  their 
impact  analysis  on  the  alternatives  prior  to  selection  of  a  preferred 
alternative. 

Selecting  a  preferred  alternative  is  best  achieved  by  utilizing 

cooperative  input  from  management  and  the  ID  team.   The  team  members  then 

feel  that  they  had  input  into  the  decision  and  management  understands  the 
implications  of  their  decisions. 

8.  Selecting  the  RMP 

All  pilots  received  numerous  comments  on  their  draft  RMP/EIS.   Although 
comments  were  directed  toward  all  resources,  the  majority  dealt  with 
wilderness  proposals,  public  land  disposal,  and  grazing  management 
decisions . 
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Most  of  the  pilots  made  only  minor  changes  from  the  preferred  alternative 
in  the  DEIS  to  the  proposed  plan  in  the  FEIS.   This  allowed  the  FEIS  to 
use  an  abbreviated  format,  displaying  only  the  proposed  plan  and 
referencing  the  DEIS. 

Alturas  made  major  revisions  to  their  DEIS  (Chapter  4,  Environmental 
Consequences),  and  published  the  entire  document  again,  with  responses 
and  proposed  plan  in  the  FEIS. 

Grand  developed  two  additional  subalternatives  in  the  FEIS  based  upon 
comments  to  the  DEIS.   The  new  alternatives  dealt  with  livestock 
requirements. 

Kremmling  experienced  difficulty  in  combining  the  grazing  EIS  and  RMP. 
This  occurred  because  the  two  were  not  compatible  with  the  level  of 
detail  for  which  the  plan  was  designed. 

The  comments  and  related  responses  to  the  DEIS  provide  the  basis  for 
selecting  the  RMP  presented  in  the  FEIS. 

The  abbreviated  format  for  the  FEIS  is  encouraged  if  significant  changes 
to  that  draft  are  not  required.   The  abbreviated  format  eliminates 
redundancy  of  information  and  lowers  the  overall  costs.   However,  final 
publication  should  result  in  a  complete  documentation  of  "The  Resource 
Management  Plan"  that  can  be  generally  distributed  and  used  on  a 
day-to-day  basis  without  the  necessity  for  undue  reference  of  previous 
documents. 

9 .   Protests 

In  all  cases,  field  level  personnel  have  prepared  draft  responses  to 
protests.   These  have  typically  been  sent  through  the  District  Manager  to 
the  State  Office,  and  then  on  to  Washington.   The  exception  is  that  the 
Moab  District  sent  their  input  on  Grand  RMP  directly  to  Washington, 
bypassing  the  Utah  State  Office.   It  is  felt  that  field  personnel  should 
prepare  initial  responses  because  they  have  the  best  information  at  their 
disposal.   However,  these  should  be  reviewed  at  all  levels  prior  to 
signature  by  the  Director. 

The  Glenwood  RMP  did  not  have  a  Governor's  consistency  review  as  their 
final  RMP/EIS  was  released  prior  to  this  requirement.   Wells  and 
Kremmling  RMF's  began  the  60-day  Governor's  review  at  the  same  time  as 
the  30-day  protest  period  on  the  final  RMP/EIS.   Alturas  began  its 
Governor's  consistency  review  after  the  conclusion  of  the  protest 
period.   They  also  sent  a  copy  of  the  draft  Record  of  Decision  to  the 
Governor.   Headwaters  began  the  Governor's  consistency  review  during  the 
90-day  comment  period  on  the  draft  and  extended  it  for  15  days  past  the 
end  of  the  comment  period. 

No  clear  Bureau  guidance  has  been  prepared  covering  this  step.   The 
pilots  seemed  to  generally  use  different  methods.   Most  responses  from 
the  Governors  have  taken  longer  than  expected. 
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10-   Decisions 

As  of  May  1984,  only  Glenwood  and  Headwaters  have  completed  decision 
documents.   Kremmling  and  Alturas  have  an  outline  on  a  fairly 
well-defined  approach  planned,  while  the  other  two  have  general  ideas  of 
their  intent  but  have  not  progressed  to  that  point  yet. 

There  is  considerable  variation  in  how  the  Decision  Document  is  being 
handled.   Glenwood  prepared  a  fairly  detailed  complete  summary  of  the 
plan  including  maps  for  reference  use  by  both  the  public  and  the  staff. 
Kremmling  and  Alturas  plan  a  similar  approach.   All  will  rely  heavily  on 
material  taken  from  the  final  RMP/EIS.   Headwaters  prepared  a  very  brief 
Decision  Document  using  extensive  referencing  to  the  final.   Glenwood' s 
included  a  prioritized  implementation  schedule  by  program  (including 
support  needs)  to  tie  the  plan  more  closely  to  the  budget  process. 

In  general,  the  tradeoff  seems  to  involve  the  need  or  utility  for  a 
fairly  detailed  presentation  of  the  plan  for  reference  versus  the  cost  of 
preparing  an  additional  document.   The  Glenwood  Decision  Document  was 
probably  the  most  detailed  and  required  about  7  workmonths  to  prepare  and 
"$5,000  to  print.   The  Area  Manager  believes  that  it  is  a  valuable  tool, 
both  for  the  public  to  use  and  for  staff  to  "throw  in  the  back  of  the 
pickup  and  take  to  the  field."   Others  would  question  the  need  for 
another  document  and  would  use  the  draft  and/or  final  RMP/EIS  for  the 
same  purposes  using  the  Decision  Document  principally  to  meet  the 
regulatory  requirement.   This  can  be  done  more  readily . if '  the  final  is 
published  in  full  and  no  changes  are  made  as  a  result  of  protests  or  if 
there  are  no  significant  changes  to  the  draft. 

11.   Monitoring 

Monitoring  is  intended  to  provide  feedback  on  the  actual  operation  of  the 
plan:   to  determine  whether  objectives  are  being  met,  if  expected  levels 
of  impacts  are  occurring,  and  if  any  amendments  or  maintenance  to  the 
plan  may  be  necessary.   All  plans  intend  to  use  these  monitoring 
guidelines,  but  most  have  not  yet  developed  monitoring  plans.   Some  have 
(Glenwood),  or  intend  (Kremmling)  to  incorporate  a  monitoring  plan  in  the 
Decision  Document.   Headwaters  will  have  a  separate  monitoring  plan 
during  FY  '85.   Grand,  Alturas,  and  Wells  have  monitoring  programs 
planned  along  the  guidelines  listed  above.   Glenwood  has  developed  a 
monitoring  form  (see  appendix  to  Glenwood  discussion)  and  has  begun  using 
it  for  routine  maintenance. 

In  general,  it  is  too  early  to  make  observations  regarding  the  monitoring 
process  since  only  Glenwood  has  begun  at  this  point. 

C.   Conclusions  -  Lessons  Learned 

Following  is  a  list  of  major  lessons  learned  that  was  developed  by  the 
team  representatives  of  the  May  1984  work  group.  The  section  highlights 
planning  techniques  that  worked  well,  what  to  avoid,  ongoing  problems, 
recommended  approaches,  and  assistance  the  Bureau  should  provide.  Not 
all  of  the  lessons  learned  were  applicable  to  all  pilots,  but  the  team 
felt  these  were  the  most  common  among  the  planning  efforts. 
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Techniques  That  Worked  Well: 

Providing  the  program  specific  EIS  information  in  supplement 
documents,  or  as  sections  in  the  Appendix. 

Providing  a  description  of  actions  which  would  be  common  to  all 
alternatives  in  Chapters  1  or  2  of  the  document  before  describing  the 
alternatives. 

Emphasizing  tables,  graphs,  and  maps  as  a  way  to  present  information. 

Providing  some  means  to  keep  the  public  informed  throughout  the 
planning  process  (newsletters,  public  contacts,  etc.). 

Utilizing  a  technical  coordinator  and  a  writer/editor  or  editorial 
assistant  on  the  planning  effort. 

Assuring  management  is  kept  involved  in  the  planning  process. 

What  To  Avoid: 

Spending  excessive  time  identifying  issues,  developing  planning 
criteria,  and  preparing  the  management  situation  analysis.   (However, 
a  clear  understanding  of  what  the  issues  are  is  very  important.) 

-  Attempting  to  produce  the  ultimate  product  for  any  given  process 
action  before  initiating  other  actions.  (Expect  to  revisit  each 
process  action  several  times  during  the  overall  effort.) 

Scheduling  inventories  to  provide  information  after  planning  has  been 
initiated. 

Using  the  management  situation  analysis  information  as  an  inventory 
summary. 

Recommended  Approaches: 

Assure  NEPA  and  planning  are  fully  integrated  from  the  onset. 

Involve  support  personnel  (work  processors,  graphics,  etc.)  in  layout 
decisions . 

Impress  upon  specialists  the  need  to  make  professional  judgments. 

Involve  WO,  SO,  and  DO  program  staffs  in  planning  efforts  at  early 
stage  (no  later  than  at  alternative  development). 

Develop  State  Director  guidance  or  set  up  generic  planning  criteria 
that  will  help  future  RMP  efforts  in  developing  plan-specific 
planning  criteria. 

Define  and  ensure  a  clear  understanding  of  the  level  of  detail  of  the 
plan  at  the  earliest  possible  time.   Tailor  plan  development 
accordingly. 
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Talk  to  people  who  have  worked  on  RMP's. 

Maintain  close  coordination  with  everyone  involved  with  the  plan, 
including  reviewers  and  management.   This  will  avoid  surprises  and 
reduce  back-tracking  after  reviews. 

Have  adequate  typing  and  editing  skills  available  for  the  team  leader, 

Keep  the  number  of  alternatives  to  a  reasonable  number  (five  or  less 
including  the  preferred). 

Have  a  centralized  source  of  expertise  on  cartographies,  printing, 
and  mailing. 

Provide  computerized  mapping  capabilities  for  developing  alternative 

maps. 

Develop  better  guidance  for  preparing  the  environmental  consequences 
of  land-use  decisions  that  have  general  (not  site  specific  nor  hard 
to  quantify)  impacts. 

Ongoing  Problems: 

Printing  procedures  are  not  clearly  defined.   No  central  contact  to 
provide  guidance. 

Cartographic  support  and  techniques  are  not  well  defined. 

Need  for  better  understanding  of  word  processing  capabilities 
(potential  to  do  camera  ready  copy  that  compares  to  type  set). 

Funding  of  RMP  process  activities  is  not  clearly  defined  and  has  to 
be  decided  on  for  each  effort  as  the  effort  progresses. 

-  Scheduling  inadequate  time  for  document  preparation  and  slippage  of 
early  planning  steps  combined  with  inflexible  deadlines  for  the  end 
product,  has  often  resulted  in  preliminary  review  drafts  and  even 
printed  drafts  being  thrown  together  hurriedly.   It  is  recommended 
that  more  time  be  scheduled  for  document  preparation  to  improve  final 
printed  quality. 

Responses  to  protests  are  slow,  resulting  in  plan  approvals  being 
delayed  for  several  months. 

Assistance  The  Bureau  Should  Provide: 

-  Provide , uniform  direction  on  printing  and  graphics  procedures. 

Produce  aids  on:   Developing  issues,  using  analysis  forms  and  impact 
analysis  techniques,  comprehensive  nature  of  plans  and  relationship 
to  the  issue  driven  concept,  formulation  and  display  of  alternatives 
(zoning,  management  prescriptions,  program  options,  etc.). 
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Develop  a  handbook  on  techniques  for  accomplishing  the  nine  actions 
in  the  planning  process. 

Provide  program  specific  RMP  output  expectations  from  the  WO  progrm 
perspective. 
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Grand  RMP,  Moab  District,  Utah 


A.   Preplanning 

1.   Major  Driving  Programs 

Two  programs  covered  in  the  Grand  RMP  are  major  driving  programs 
by  themselves: 

a)  the  Wilderness  Review  Program  (Study  Phase),  and 

b)  the  court-mandated  Grazing  EIS. 

The  Wilderness  Review.  Although  the  wilderness  study  will  be 
conducted  at  the  Resource  area  and  District  levels  in  Utah, 
the  Wilderness  EIS  will  be  completed  by  an  I.D.  team  at  the 
state  level.  The  complexity  of  the  process  for  the  Grand  RMP 
is  increased  by  wilderness,  because  of  the  difference  in 
scheduling.  The  Grand  RMP  is  scheduled  to  be  complete  near 
the  end  of  FY  1983;  while,  the  statewide  wilderness  EIS  is  to 
be  complete  at  the  end  of  FY  1984.  The  wilderness  study  will 
be  developed  through  the  RMP  through  the  preferred  alternative 
stage  and  incorporated  into  the  statewide  EIS. 

The  Grazing  EIS.  This  will  be  an  integral  component  of  the 
Grand  RMP/EIS.  The  incorporation  of  the  grazing  EIS  adds 
considerable  scope  to  the  RMP/EIS  in  coverage  of  high  potential 
grazing  allotments  that  were  not  covered  in  the  issues  but  are 
required  to  meet  the  court-mandated  EIS  specifications. 

Other  programs  Identified.  During  the  preplanning  and  inven- 
tory phases,  input  was  requested  from  the  public,  BLM  staff, 
and  local,  state,  and  Federal  agencies.  The  purpose  of  identify- 
ing issues  and  related  resource  management  programs  to  be 
incorporated  into  the  RMP.  Since  this  was  before  an  RMP  team 
had  been  appointed,  the  services  of  individual  staff  members 
from  the  area  and  District  offices  were  obtained  to  assist  in 
the  process  of  assembling  and  evaluating  the  input.  The 
issues  and  the  associated  resource  programs  were  identified  in 
the  Action  Plan.  The  public  input  evaluation  procedures 
provided  for  tracking  to  the  issues. 

2. 


Preparing  the 

Preplan 

a)   Approach 

Tried 

(See  b). 

b)   Approach 

Settled  On 

Approach  tried  (and  adopted)  was  to  assign  appropriate  parts 
of  the  preplanning  analysis  to  individual  resource  specialists. 
An  analysis  was  conducted,  using  a  predetermined  process.  The 
Chief  of  Planning  coordinated  with  individuals  on  the  staff  in 
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ensuring  that  public  concerns  were  identified  and  incorporated 
into  the  issue  identification  process.  He  also  retained 
overall  authority  in  the  process.  The  evaluations  were  a- 
ssembled  in  a  binder  and  were  used  in  conjunction  with  the 
Action  Plan  to  serve  as  a  preplan  for  the  issues. 

c)  Pros  and  Cons 

There  were  no  real  advantages  to  this  approach.  It  was  the 
only  way  that  it  could  be  done  at  the  time. 

d)  Retrospect 

It  should  have  been  done  by  an   I.D.   Team  under  the  direction 
of  a  full-time  team  leader  . 

The  Public  Participation  Plan 

a)  Approach  Tried 
(See  b). 

b)  Approach  Settled  On 

The  public  participation  plan  was  prepared  in  conjunction  with 
the  Action  Plan  by  the  Public  Affairs  Specialist  in  cooperation 
with  the  Chief  of  Planning.  The  plan  is  quite  general  but 
identifies  the  key  publics  and  other  key  entities,  and  provides 
a  framework  for  obtaining  public  input  at  proper  points. 

c)  Pros  and  Cons 

The  approach  adopted  has  the  advantage  of  utilizing  the  services 
of  a  skilled  public  affairs  person  in  preparing  the  plan  and 
coordinating  its  operation.  A  slight  disadvantage  might  be 
that  it  requires  additional  internal  coordination. 

d)  Retrospect 

We  would  use  this  approach  again. 
Notice  of  Intent 

a)  Approach  Tried 
(See  b). 

b)  Approach  Settled  On 

Three  notices  of  intent  were  issued  in  the  Federal  Register 
for  the  RMP: 

Two  for  the  Notice  of  Intent  to  start  the  planning  effort; 
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-  One  for  the  NO  I  to  prepare  an  RMP/EIS. 

The  first  two  were  designed  to  comply  with  the  Planning 
Regulations;  while  the  last  was  for  the  purpose  of  complying 
with  EIS  requirements. 

The  first  NOI  announced  the  intent  of  starting  planning  on  the 
MFP  update.  This  had  to  be  corrected  by  issuing  a  second  to 
announce  the  change  to  an  RMP.  The  last  announced  the  intent 
to  begin  the  preparation  of  the  combined  RMP/EIS.  It  was 
designed  to  comply  with  planning  and  CEO  requirements  and 
included: 

1)  An  identification  of  the  planning  action; 

2)  an  identification  of  the  authorities  under  which  the 
action  is  being  taken; 

3)  a  description  of  the  Grand  Resource  Area; 

4)  an  identification  of  the  planning  issues; 

5)  a  statement  that  the  planning  issues  and  criteria  had 
been  revised  since  the  start  of  the  RMP; 

6)  a  source  where  copies  of  the  above  can  be  obtained  and  a 
location  where  other  documents  may  be  viewed; 

7)  a  description  of  the  disciplines  represented  on  the 
interdisciplinary  team; 

8)  a  request  for  public  participation  and  comments; 

9)  the  date,  times  and  location  where  public  meetings  will 

be  held. 

The  Team  Leader  drafted  the  contents  of  the  notice,  which  was 
reviewed  by  the  Chief  of  Planning  and  the  Area  Manager.  The 
Public  Affairs  Specialist  (who  is  responsible  for  issuing  news 
releases  and  F.R.  Notices)  prepared  the  Federal  Register 
Notice  and  submitted  it  for  publication. 

c)  Pros  and  Cons 

This  approach  worked  well. 

d)  Retrospect 

We  would  use  it  again. 
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Process 

Actions 

Issue 

Identifi 

cation 

a) 

Approach 

Tried 

The  initial  attempt  at  issue  identification  and  planning 
criteria  development  was  made  before  the  ID  team  was  organ- 
ized. It  was  apparent  that  issues  and  criteria  both  needed  to 
be  reviewed  by  the  ID  team  after  it  was  formed,  since  the  ID 
team  as  organized,  had  not  previously  been  able  to  review  them 
as  a  team.  Also,  more  guidance  was  then  available.  The  first 
approach  was  that  of  having  members  of  the  team  review  the 
planning  issues  and  criteria  individually  and  make  revisions 
according  to  their  individual  concepts.  These  were  discussed 
by  the  individuals  and  the  team  leader  in  review  sessions,  and 
in  small  groups.  A  basic  premise  adopted  for  issue  identifi- 
cation was  that  an  issue  should  be  mappable.  If  it  couldn't 
be  mapped,  it  probably  wasn't  an  issue. 

b)  Approach  Settled  On 

It  became  apparent  that  more  complete  team  interaction  was 
needed  to  ensure  that  the  planning  issues  were  reviewed  and 
finalized  from  an  interdisciplinary  perspective.  The  approach 
adopted  was  more  successful  in  obtaining  team  interaction.   It 
involved: 

1)  individual  review  and  revision  combined  with; 

2)  team  leader/resource  specialist  conferences; 

3)  group  interaction  sessions ;  and 

4)  entire  team  interaction  sessions. 

The  entire  team  was  given  the  benefit  of  the  best  guidance 
available  through  written  instructions  and  briefing  sessions. 
The  team  planning  issue  was  defined  and  examples  were  cir- 
culated to  encourage  uniformity.  All  of  the  initially  iden- 
tified issues  were  examined  and  discussed  in  detail.  The  Area 
Manager  took  part  in  all  of  the  team  meetings. 

c)  Pros  and  Cons 

The  result  was  a  much  more  interrelated  product. 

The  disadvantage  may  have  been  that  it  consumed  a  lot  of  time. 

d)  Retrospect 

We  feel  the  approach  finally  adopted  was  the  best  for  our 
purposes. 
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2.  Developing  the  Planning  Criteria 

a)  Approach  Tried 
(See  b). 

b)  The  Approach  Settled  On 

The  approach  to  developing  planning  criteria  was  primarily  the 
same'as  that  for  issue  development  since  the  planning  criteria 
finalization  included  review  and  revision  of  those  that  had 
been  developed  initially  during  the  preplanning  and  the  be- 
ginning of  the  inventory.  The  planning  criteria  were  used  to 
guide  inventory  efforts  and  identify  data  gaps.  They  also 
acted  as  "side  boards"  in  the"  identification  of  management 
decisions  needed  and  developing  questions  for  the  MSA. 

c)  Pros  and  Cons 

Advantages  and  disadvantages  are  similar  to  those  identified 
for  issue  identification  (See  lc). 

d)  Retrospect 

We  would  use  this  approach  again. 

3.   INVENTORY  ANALYSIS 

a)  Approach  Tried 
(See  b). 

b)  Approach  Settled  On 

The  inventory  analysis  was  made,  using  the  planning  criteria 
and  questions  for  MSA  as  parameters  and  goals.  Each  resource 
specialist  assembled  a  reference  file  and  provided  the  CORE 
TEAM*  with  a  reference  summary.  Data  gaps  were  identified. 
This  was  incorporated  into  the  MSA.  It  was  necessary  to 
expand  the  scope  of  the  RMP  to  include  high  potential  grazing 
allotments  that  were  not  included  in  the  existing  planning 
issues. 


*The  RMP  Team  was  reorganized  at  this  point.   It  consists  of  a 
"core  team"  (Consisting  of  a  team  leader,  technical  coordinator, 
and  writer  editor)  and  resource  specialists.  The  "core  team" 
is  essentially  full-time  and  coordinates  the  preparation  (including 
interaction  functions)  of  the  RMP/EIS.  The  resource  specialists 
provide  the  basic  Issue/Resource  related  Input  for  the  RMP. 
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c)  Pros  and  Cons 

This  permitted  the  individual  resource  specialists  to  adapt 
the  inventory  analysis  directly  to  the  issues  assigned  to  them 
and  add  to  their  inventory  individually  according  to  data  gaps 
identified. 

Disadvantages-the  inventory  material  is  more  widely  dispersed 
and  requires  more  coordination  in  use, 

d)  Retrospect 

Inventory  summaries  and  analyses  should  start  earlier  than  we 
were  able  to. 


ANALYSIS  OF  THE  MANAGEMENT  SITUATION  (Or  MSA) 

a)  Approach  Tried 
(See  B). 

b)  Approach  Settled  On 

By  the  time  the  Grand  RMP  reached  the  MSA  stage,  more  guidance  was 
available  and  we  were  able  to  consolidate  our  efforts  into  one 
approach. 

The  process  included: 

1)  preparing  a  mockup  of  the  MSA.  (This  greatly  aided  the 
team  in  identifying  the  end  product  and  provided  them  with 

a  framework  to  use  in  preparing  their  individiual  sections). 

2)  Completing  the  MSA  in  rough  draft  (This  involved  interaction 
sessions). 

3)  Circulating  the  rough  draft  for  staff  comment  in  the  Area 
and  District  offices,  as  well  as  the  USO. 

4)  Finalizing  the  MSA  as  a  team  in  a  series  of  interaction 
sessions. 

The  analyses  in  the  MSA  are  (in  outline  form): 

I.  CURRENT  MANAGEMENT  SITUATION 

A.  Present  Conditions  and  Trends 

B.  Present  Management  Practices 

C.  Mandates  and  Authorities  for  Use  and  Protection 

D.  Social  and  Economic  Considerations 

E.  Present  Demands  and  the  Capability  to  Meet  Them 
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n-   ANALYSIS  OF  FUTURE  DEMANDS,  OPPORTUNITIES  AND  CAPABILITIES 

A.  Opportunities  to  Meet  National  and  State  Director 
Goals  and  Resolve  Planning  Issues  and  Management 
Concerns 

B.  Future  Demands  and  the  Capability  to  Meet  Them 

C.  Sustained  Yield  Under  Various  Kinds  and  Levels  of 
Management  (Intended  for  renewable  resource  use) 

D.  Constraints  on  Management  ODtions  to  Avoid  Undesirable 
Irreversible  Commitments 

E.  Consistency  with  Non-Bureau  Plans 

c)  Pros  and  Cons 

The  methodology  and  format  worked  well.  The  main  problem  was 
obtaining  economic  input,  an  essential  component.  Here,  the 
problem  developed  because  of  the  Districts  Regional  Economists 
workload  and  assigned  priorities. 

d)  Retrospect 

If  it  had  been  possible,  assignment  of  some  additional  support 
for  the  economic  input  would  have  greatly  expedited  the  pro- 
cess. If  we  had  been  able  to  'borrow'  an  economist,  it  would 
have  been  a  shorter  process. 

ALTERNATIVE  FORMULATION 

(1)  Approach  used  First  and  foremost  a  mockup  of  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS  was  prepared.  This  served  as  a  model  format  for  the 
RMP/EIS.   It  was  an  excellent  tool  that  permitted  both  management 
and  the  team  to  see  what  the  final  product  should  look  like.   It 
was  then  determined  that  the  RMP  needed  at  least  four  alternatives, 

(1)  No  Action,  (2)  Production,  (3)  Limited  Protection,  and  (4) 
Protection.  After  analysis  by  the  team  it  was  felt  that  this 
covered  the  full  range  of  alternatives.  Goals  and  objectives  were 
then  established  by  the  team  for  each  of  the  alternatives.  At  this 
time  a  public  open  house  was  held  to  obtain  public  input  into 
alternative  development.  Management  prescriptions  were  then  formulated 
by  the  specialists  for  the  issue  they  were  responsible  for.  These 
prescriptions  were  reviewed  and  dicuussed  with  all  members  of  the 

team  to  make  sure  that  they  met  the  goals  and  objectives  for  the 
particular  alternative  and  there  were  no  conflicting  prescriptions. 

(2)  Advantages  -  As  stated  earlier  the  RMP  Mockup  is  a  must, 
especially  I  think,  with  a  pilot.  The  preparation  of  goals  and 
objectives  for  each  of  the  alternatives  helped  prevent  too  many 
conflicting  management  prescriptions  being  formulated  by  the 
various  specialists. 

(3)  Disadvantates  -  The  RMP/EIS  team  selecting  the  four  alternatives 
may  have  discouraged  public  input  into  alternative  formulation. 
Although  the  only  group  to  suggest  something  of  an  alternative 
didn't  attend  our  open  house,  and  only  suggested  it  after  publication 
of  the  draft  document. 
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(4)  Retrospect  -  We  would  probably  do  it  the  same  way  next  time. 
I  don't  feel  the  public  will  provide  meaningful  input  without  a 
definate  proposal  to  comment  on.  I  think  our  experience  with  the 
open  house  confirmed  this.  Someone  elses  experience  may  be  different. 

6.  Estimation  of  Effects 

(1)  Approach  Used  -  Peter  Haug's  assessment  forms  were  used  (see 
attached  examples).  We  tried  to  do  it  without  the  forms  without 
success . 


(2)  Advantages  -  The  forms  provided  an  excellent  tool  for  tracking 
to  make  sure  that  all  impacts  were  assessed.  It  was  also  a  good 
exercise  for  the  team  to  discuss  what  the  impacts  would  be  of  all 
actions. 

(3)  Disadvantages  -  None. 

(4)  Retrospect  -  The  use  of  assessment  forms  is  a  necessity, 
especially  with  an  inexperienced  team.  We  wasted  valuable  time 
trying  to  evaluate  impacts  without  first  filling  out  the  forms.  A 
lot  of  things  would  have  fallen  through  the  cracks  had  we  not 
sto-pped  what  we  were  doing  and  had  Peter  come  and  explain  the 
forms,  and  the  team  met  to  fill  them  out. 

7°  Selecting  the  Preferred  Alternative 

(1)  Approach  Used  -  The  preferred  alternative  was  selected  by  the 
Area  Manager  &  District  Manager  with  input  from  the  Interdisciplinary 
Team  and  the  ADM  for  P&EC.  The  preferred  alternative  was  selected 
on  the  basis  of  (1)  the  planning  criteria,  (2)  the  environmental 
consequences,  and  (3)  policy  directions  specified  for  the  grazing 
portion  of  the  document. 


(2)  Advantages  -  Management  needs  to  be  involved, 
criteria  are  essential  in  this  process. 

(3)  Disadvantages  -  None  noted. 


Planning 


(4)  Retrospect  -  The  difference  between  the  proposed  action  and 
the  preferred  alternative  was  very   confusing  to  the  public.   In  the 
case  of  the  Grand  RMP/EIS,  Alternative  C,  Limited  Protection,  was 
the  preferred  alternative  for  all  planning  issues.   It  was  also  the 
proposed  action  for  all  issues  except  Livestock  Requirements,  for 
which  Alternative  A,  No  Action,  was  the  proposed  action.  This  was 
done  due  to  current  Bureau  policy 


8.  Selecting  the  RMP 


Thirty  nine  written  comments  were  received  on  the  draft  document, 
of  which  5  originated  within  the  Moab  District,  14  came  from  other 
parts  of  Utah,  and  17  came  from  other  states.  Of  the  39  written 
comments,  3  came  from  State  government,  6  from  other  Federal  agenci 
14  from  industry,  5  from  environmental  and  conservation  groups,  4 
from  other  types  of  groups,  and  7  from  individuals. 


40 


All  let+ers  were  reviewed  to  determine  whether  they  met  the  required 
criteria  for  response  (i.e.,  discussion  of  the  adequacy  of  the 
draft  document).  Substantive  comments  that  presented  new  data  or 
questioned  facts  or  analyses  were  fully  evaluated  and  given  responses 
which  were  printed  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 

Changes  or  additions  to  the  draft  arising  from  public  comments  were 
included  in  Chapter  3  of  the  Final  RMP/EIS,  Additions  and  Corrections 
to  the  Draft  Document. 

The  comments  ranged  from  supporting  various  alternatives  to  very 
detailed  comments  concerning  issues,  planning  criteria,  as  well  as 
management  actions  and  data  used.  The  comments  also  ranged  from 
that  the  draft  document  was  very  difficult  to  follow  and  understand 
to  preparing  a  well-thought  out,  detailed,  analytical  document. 
One  comment  stated,  "The  summary,  concise  tables,  figures,  and 
appendices  contribute  to  a  product  that  is  readable,  well  organized, 
and  informs  the  public  of  the  Bureau's  objectives,  management 
actions  to  achieve  the  goals,  and  impacts  of  the  management  actions." 

Management  actions  in  the  proposed  RMP  were  selected  on  the  basis 
of  (1)  their  ability  to  resolve  the  issues  raised  during  the  planning 
process,  (2)  the  capability  of  the  public  lands  to  respond  to 
management,  (3)  the  environmental  consequences  of  the  alternatives 
and  subalternatives,  (4)  the  planning  criteria,  and  (5)  public 
input. 

Table  22  Management  Actions  for  the  Alternatives  in  the  draft 
document  expedited  management's  selection  of  the  proposed  plan. 

Subsequent  to  the  conclusion  of  the  comment  period  on  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS,  two  new  subalternatives  pertaining  to  the  Livestock 
Requirements  issue  were  developed  in  response  to  concerns  expressed 
by  the  public.  A  Graze  at  Preference  subal ternative  has  been 
incorporated  into  the  Production  alternative,  and  a  Reduced  Livestock 
Grazing  subal ternative  has  been  incorporated  into  the  Protection 
alternative.  These  were  thoroughly  analyzed  in  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS. 


9.  Protests 


One  protest  was  received  on  the  Grand  RMP/EIS.  This  was  submitted 
by  the  Utah  Chapter  Sierra  Club  (Summary  attached).  The  Moab 
District  was  asked  to  respond  to  the  Washington  Office  addressing 
the  comments  and  as  of  yet,  the  Director  has  not  submitted  his 
response  to  the  protest  to  the  Sierra  Club. 
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10.  DECISIONS 


The  decision  document  will  be  prepared  following  the  Director's 
response  to  the  protest.  Unless  the  Director  indicates  that 
modification  to  the  RMP  is  necessary,  it  will  be  a  separate  document 
that  outlines  briefly  what  the  decision  is  to  be.  It  is  also 
proposed  that  this  document  be  the  initial  Range! and  Program 
Summary  (supplements  and  updates  to  the  RPs  will  be  published  as 
needed).  No  outline  has  been  prepared  as  yet. 


11.  MONITORING 


The  implementation  of  the  Grand  RMP  will  be  monitored  during  the 
life  of  the  plan  to  ensure  that  management  actions  are  meeting 
their  intended  purposes.  Informal  monitoring  of  the  plan  will  take 
place  frequently  as  management  actions  are  implemented.  Management 
actions  arising  from  plan  decisions  will  be  compared  with  the  objectives 
to  ensure  consistency  with  the  intent  of  the  plan.  Formal  monitoring 
reviews  will  take  place  at  intervals  not  to  exceed  5  years.  These 
reviews  will  (1)  assess  the  progress  of  plan  implementation  and 
determine  if  management  actions  are  resulting  in  satisfactory 
progress  toward  achieving  objectives,  (2)  evaluate  the  plan  to  see 
if  it  is  still  consistent  with  the  plans  and  policies  of  State  or 
local  government,  other  Federal  agencies,  and  Indian  tribes,  and 
(3)  ascertain  whether  new  data  are  available  that  would  require 
alteration  of  the  plan. 

As  part  of  the  monitoring  review,  the  government  entitles  mentioned 
above  will  be  requested  to  evaluate  the  plan  and  advise  the  District 
Manager  of  its  consistency  with  their  officially  approved  resource 
management  related  plans  and  policies.  Authorized  advisory  groups 
will  also  be  consulted  during  the  review  in  order  to  secure  their  input. 

Upon  completion  of  a  periodic  monitoring  review  or  in  the  event  that 
modifying  the  plan  becomes  necessary,  the  Moab  District  Manager  will 
determine  what,  if  any,  changes  are  necessary  to  ensure  that  the 
management  actions  of  the  plan  are  consistent  with  its  objectives. 
If  the  District  Manager  finds  that  a  plan  amendment  is  necessary, 
an  environmental  analysis  of  the  proposed  change  will  be  conducted 
and  a  recommendation  on  the  amendment  will  be  made  to  the  State 
Director. 
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12.  Summary 

The  Grand  RMP  experience  was  that,  an  experience.  One  of  the  most  suprising 
benefits  of  the  experience  was  the  knowledge  gained  by  the  members  of  the 
interdisciplinary  team  about  other  resources  other  than  their  own  specialties 
This  will  benefit  the  entire  program  of  the  resource  area. 

One  of  the  main  advantages  of  the  way  the  Grand  RMP  was  developed  was  the 
goals  and  objectives  established  for  the  alternatives.  This  established 
the  framework  for  the  specialists  to  prepare  management  prescriptions  for 
all  alternatives.  This  way  the  prescriptions  could  be  written  independently 
and  not  be  in  conflict.  They  also  helped  the  public  envision  what  each 
alternative  would  be  like  during  the  public  participation  phase  of  alter- 
native development. 

Table  2-2,  Management  Actions  for  the  Alternatives,  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS 
is  an  extremely  helpful  table.  It  is  an  easy  reference  for  comparing 
the  various  management  prescriptions  between  alternatives.  It  also  aided 
in  the  selection  of  the  proposed  plan. 

One  of  the  biggest  problems  in  preparing  the  RMP  was  incorporating  the  EIS 
for  livestock  grazing.  This  required  more  detailed  analysis  for  livestock 
grazing  than  for  the  other  issues.  It  also  required  the  team  to  analyze 
two  subalternatives  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  This  was  necessary 
to  obtain  the  required  range  of  alternatives  for  the  grazing  portion  of  the 
EIS.   It  should  be  remembered  if  the  RMP  is  going  to  cover  your  grazing 
EIS  that  there  are  different  requirements  and  develop  the  alternatives 
accordingly  and  early  in  the  process. 

In  retrospect,  the  plan  appears  to  be  a  functional  document  for  the  Resource 
Area,  In  looking  at  some  of  the  proposed  decisions,  it  may  have  been  that 
some  of  the  issues  weren't  really  issues.  Also  some  of  the  management  actions 
prescribed  are  at  different  levels  for  different  issues.  Some  specific 
actions  were  deferred  to  activity  plans  while  others  were  identified  in  the 
RMP.  There  are  some  inconsistencies.  However,  they  don't  appear  to  be  fatal 
flaws. 
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Note: 

I.! 


Th.        .  G°als  and  Objectives  of  Land  Management  Alternatives 

Ihis   was   used   at   a   public  meeting  and    it   was  explained   that   the  goals   and   objectives   were  only 

preliminary.      There  would  possibly   be   different  alternatives,    goals  and  objectives 


Planning  Issue 


Alternative  A 

Production 


1.  Critical 

Watersheds 


2.  Livestock 
Requirements 


Boa},:  To  implement  a  Resource 
Management  Plan  lliat  emphasizes 
the  meeting  of  human  demands  by 
obtaining  the  highest  degree  of 
consumptive  use  and  commodity 
production  allowable,  consider- 
ing legal  constraints  (environ- 
mental protection  requirements, 
multiple  use  mandates,  etc.). 


Trade  offs  would  emphasize 
consumptive  uses  over  noncdn- 
sumptive  uses  (emphasize 
energy  related  mineral  pro- 
duction, grazing,  and  develop- 
ment of  commercial  recreation, 
including  ORV  use. 


Alternative  S 
No  Action 


"Objectives 


Improve  and  maintain  vegeta- 
tive conditions  to  accommodate 
other  uses  and  watershed  pro- 
tection, while  permitting  land 
treatments  that  would  benefit 
commodity  resources  as  well  as 
critical  watersheds. 


Improve  and  maintain  vegeta- 
tive conditions,  and  use  all 
management  tools  available 
(e.g.,  AMPs,  range  improve- 
ments, etc.)  to  maximize 
livestock  forage  production. 


Goal:  To  continue  present 
levels  of  resource  use. 


Objective; 


Provide  mitigation  to  ensure 
protection  uf  critical  water- 
sheds where  disturbance  takes 
place,  while  allowing  some 
land  treatments  that  would 
bene  I  ft  both  commodity  re- 
sources and  critical  water- 
sheds. 

Maintain  vegetative  condi- 
tions to  bcni'lit  livestock; 
maintain  existing  AMPs;  Im- 
plement AMI'r,  on  other  suit- 
able allotment:.;  allow  land 
treatments  and  range  improve- 
ments to  be  done. 


Alternative  C 
Limited  Protection 

foal:  To  implement  a  Resource 
Management  Plan  that  provides 
a  variety  of  uses  within  the 
sustained  yield  capability  of 
the  resource.  It  represents  a 
balancing  of  conflicts  between 
renewable  and  nonrenewable 
resources  for  the  best  multiple 
use  mix,  incorporating  the 
necessary  constraints  for  pro- 
tecting resources  from  irre- 
versible decline. 

Trade  offs  would  safeguard 
wildlife  habitat,  critical 
watersheds,  wilderness  values, 
and  nonORV  recreation,  while 
accommodating  production  of 
minerals,  livestock  grazing, 
ORV  recreation,  and  other  com- 
modities. 


Alternative  0 
Protection 


"Objectives 


Restrict  or  eliminate  surface 
disturbing  activities  on 
critical  watersheds,  while 
enhancing  water  quality  and 
protecting  such  sensitive' 
areas  as  saline-alkali  soils, 
reparian  areas,  and  flood- 
plains. 

Manage  to  emphasize  livestock 
use  balanced  with  other  re- 
sources, while  improving  and 
maintaining  vegetative  con- 
ditions to  benefit  both 
livestock  and  wildlife. 


Coal :  To  implement  a  Re- 
source Management  Plan  that 
Is  oriented  toward  protec- 
tion and  enhancement  of  the 
natural  values,  while  allow- 
ing use  and  production  only 
at  levels  that  do  not  risk 
diminishing  such  values  as 
wildlife  habitat,  critical 
watersheds,  primitive  recrea- 
tion opportunities,  and  wil- 
derness qualities. 

Trade  offs  would  favor  pro- 
tection of  the  resource  over 
use  of  the  resource,  and 
would  emphasize  protection  of 
wildlife  habitat,  critical 
watersheds,  primitive  recrea- 
tion opportunities,  and  wil- 
derness qualities. 


Objectives 


Restrict  or  eliminate  all 
surface  disturbance  in  criti- 
cal watersheds,  and  allow 
land  treatments  that  would 
benefit  critical  watersheds. 


Allow  acceptable  range  im- 
provements and  manage  live- 
stock to  maintain  and  enhance 
natural  systems. 


Wildlife  Habitat 
Requirements 


Manage  habitat  to  favor  big 
game,  upland  game,  waterfowl, 
and  game  fish. 


Manage  habitat  to  favor  a  di- 
versity of  wildlife  with  a 
variety  of  big  game,  upland 
game,  waterfowl,  and  game 
fish,  while  providing  protec- 
tion for  riparian  and  wetland 
areas. 


Manage  habitat  to  favor  a  di- 
versity of  game  and  nongame 
wildlife  specie:.,  while  pro- 
tecting the  riparian  areas 
and  providing  necessary 
protection  to  safeguard  those 
riparian  areas  that  have 
been  identified  as  important 
for  wildlife  (including  rap- 
tors and  other  nongame  birds 
and  game  fish. 


Manage  habitat  to  favor  pri- 
marily the  forage  and  spatial 
needs  of  wildlife  and 
provide  protection  necessary 
to  preserve  habitats  in 
optimum  conditions. 
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4.  Off-Road  Vehicle 
Use  and  Management 


Allow  continued  ORV  use. 


S.  Lands  Disposal 


6.  Utility  Corridors 


7.  Minerals 


8.  Recreation 


9.  Fire  Management 


10.  Wilderness 


Ensure  that  certain  lands 
needed  for  State  and  pri- 
vate uses,  community 
expansion,  economic  devel- 
opment, are  made  available. 


Ensure  that  public  lands 
are  available  for  right- 
of-way  systems  and  utility 
corridors.  Designate 
de  facto  utility  corridors 
to  expedite  the  EA/EIS 
process  for  permitting 
the  siting  of  proposed 
systems. 


Encourage  production 
of  mineral  resources  In 
every  way  possible  within 
appropriate  laws  and  regu- 
lations. 


Manage  for  Increased 
recreational  activity. 


Implement  a  let-burn  policy 
on  all  suitable  areas; 
intiate  prescribed  burn- 
ing on  all  feasible  areas. 


Recommend  no  WSAs  for 
wilderness  designation. 


Allow  continued^BiPrse. 


Manage  the  lands  disposal 
program  with  overall  empha- 
sis on  retention  of  public 
lands;  process  disposal  ac- 
tions on  a  case-by-case 
basts. 


Implement  a  program  ft, 
handling  major  right-of-way 
applications  individually. 


Keep  public  lands  open 
for  exploration,  develop- 
ment, and  collection  of 
mineral  resources. 


Manage  for  increased 
recreational  activity. 


Implement  a  let-burn 

policy  and  initiate  prescribed 

burning  on  designated  areas. 


Continue  management  of  WSAs 
under  present  levels  of 
resource  use. 


Protect  high-priority  sensi- 
tive areas  and  resources 
fro:n  impacts  of  ORV  use; 
mitigate  conflits  between 
mineral  development  and 
recreational  ORV  use. 

Manage  the  lands  disposal 
program  with  a  high  priority 
on  disposal  actions  that 
would  benefit  community  ex- 
pansion/economic development 
while  protecting  critical 
resource  management  pro- 
grams; retain  manageable 
public  lands. 

Provide  some  designated  cor- 
ridors for  future  utility 
systems,  thus  expediting 
the  EA/EIS  requirements  for 
locating  such  facilities, 
while  designating  exluslon 
or  avoidance  areas  to  pro- 
tect the  natural  environ- 
ment and  other  resource 
programs. 

Keep  public  lands  open  for 
exploration,  development, 
and  collection  of  mineral 
resources  with  emphasis  on 
protection  of  sensltve 
areas. 

Identify  areas  of  Intensi- 
fied recreational  use  and 
reduce  the  impacts  of  In- 
compatible use  on  primary 
recreational  pursuits  wher- 
ever possible  through  miti- 
gation, spacing  or  other 
methods. 

Implement  prescribed  burning 
where  treatment  by  fire  would 
be  conducive  to  Increasing 
productivity,  while  safeguard- 
ing the  aesthetics  and  other 
natural  values. 

Recommend  wilderness  desig- 
nation for  some  of  the  WSAs 
and  parts  of  USAs,  while 
recommending  the  remainder 
as  unsuitable  for  wilderness 
designation. 


Protect  sensitive  areas  from 
ORV  use  through  closure, 
except  where  access  is  man- 
dated under  the  1872  Mining 
Law  or  other  legal  authority. 

Manage  the  lands  disposal 
program  with  emphasis  on  re- 
tention of  public  lands 
as  part  of  BLM's  administered 
system  of  lands. 


Exclude  major  right-of-way 
systems  from  areas  where 
they  would  cause  unacceptable 
impacts  on  sensitive  re- 
sources. 


Manage  for  protection 
of  the  environment,  with  min- 
erals production  activities 
allowed  that  are  compatible 
with  this  objective. 


Provide  opportunities  for 
more  dispersed,  less  inten- 
sive recreational  uses,  em- 
phasizing more  isolated  rec- 
creattonal  pursuits  to  reduce 
environmental  impacts. 


Implement  prescribed  burning 
only  where  needed  to  return 
an  area  to  natural  vegetative 
conditions  to  benefit  wilder- 
ness, wildlife  habitat,  or 
other  similar  values. 

Recommend  all  WSAs  as  suit- 
able for  wilderness  designa- 
tion. 
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Non-Issue  areas 


Objective 


Continue  present  management 
practices. 


Objective 


Continue  present  management 
practices. 


Objective- 


Continue  present  management 
practices. 


Objective" 


Continue  present  management 
practices. 
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Planning  issue  No.  1:  Critical  Watersheds 

Two  significant  concerns  associated  with  critical  watersheds  have  been 
Identified  in  the  Grand  Resource  Area  (GfiA).  They  are  (1)  sedimentation 
and  salinity  in  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  from  public  lands;  and 
(2)  disturbance  and  degradation  of  critical  watersheds.  Including  flood- 
plains. 

Management  Decisions  Heeded 

1.  How  will  salinity  and  sedimentation  in  the  Colorado  River 
System  be  reduced? 

2.  How  will  resource  use  conflicts  (oil  and  gas.  livestock,  off- 
road  vehicles  (ORVs),  etc.)  with  watei  .hed  values  be  resolved 
In  critical  watersheds? 

3.  How  will  floodplains  be  protected? 

4.  How  will  degraded  areas  (e.g.,  areas  that  exhibit  stream  or 
channel  stabilization  or  downcutting  problems)  be  stabilized? 

Planning  Criteria 

Critical  watersheds  are  primary  sources  of  sedimentation  and 
salinity  in  the  Colorado  River  system  from  public  lands.  These 
lands  are  also. more  susceptible  to  surface-disturbing  activities 
than  arc  other  watersheds,  for  these  reasons,  the  protection  of 
watershed  values  on  these  lands  must  be  a  primary  consideration  of 
the  management  planning  and  decision  process. 

Objectives  that  must  guide  the  management  planning  and  decision 
process  on  critical  watershed  areas  are: 

-  surface  disturbance  must  be  kept  to  a  minimum; 

-  floodplain  development  must  be  avoided  whenever  there  Is  a 
practical  alternative; 

-  the  beneficial  functions  of  degraded  floodplali.s  must  be 
restored;  and 

-  the  cost  and  effectiveness  of  various  management  actions  In 
reducing  the  degradations  must  be  considered. 
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Planning  issue  Wo.   2:     livestock  Requirement^ 

There  is  8  conflict  between  livestock  grazing  and  oil  and  gas  activity  laid 
locatable  minerals  to  a  lesser  extent).     These  mineral  activities  ire 
resulting  in  a  loss  of  forage  for  livestock  (domestic  sheep  and  cattle) 
ORV  activity  is  causing  loss  of  forage  for  livestock   in  specific  heavy 
use  areas.     Improper  season  of  use  on  sons  allotments  has  resulted  in 
grazing  during  periods  critical  to  the  growth  of  forage  plants.     Land 
treatments  are  needed  to  Improve  foraqe  conditions  and  better  disperse 
and  manage  livestock  (as  well  as  enhance  watershed  condition  and  wildlife 
haul ta  t) o 

Management  Decisions  Needed 

J.      How  will  these  mineral  and  ORV  conflicts  with  livestock  be 
resolved  or  mitigated? 


What  adjustments  can  be  made  in  season  of  use? 

which  areas  will  be  treated,  and  what  types  of  land  treatment 
will  be  allowed? 


Planning  Criteria 

The  practices  selected  for  management  of  vesetatlon  resources  ssust 
result  in  the  best  balance  of  resource  (mineral.  ORV)  use  and 
forage  production  while  satisfying  the  physiological  needs  of  the 
different  plant  species.     Major  consideration  shall  be  s*ven  so: 

-  condition  and  capability  of  the  vegetation  to  sustain  existing 
and  potential  levels  of  grazing  use; 

-  need  to  improve  distribution  of  livestock-, 

-  need  to  Improve  soil,  watersned.  and  vegetative  conditions; 

"  development?'  ""  SoU/v^tat1on  to  respond  to  tne  trwteent/ 

-  demand  for  additional  forage  and  habitat  by  grazing  ungulates; 

-  present  and  future  demand  for  livestock  and  the  economic 
Importance  of  ranching  operations;  and 


"  She  livestock  industry's  dependence  on  public  land. 
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Planning  Issue  No.  3:  midlife  Habitat  Requirements 

Competition  for  space,  water,  and  forage  occurs  between  livestock  and 
wildlife  In  some  parts  of  the  CRA.   Improper  season  of  use  on  some 
allotments  has  been  partially  responsible  for  the  forage  competition. 
There  is  also  a  conflict  with  minerals  (oil  and  gas,  coal,  potash,  oil 
Shale  and  tar  sands).   These  mineral  activities  are  resulting  in  the 
loss  of  forage  and  space  requirements  for  wildlife.  Recreational  uses. 
Such  as  ORV  travel  in  portions  of  the  GRA,  may  be  conflicting  with 
wildlife. 

Management  (Vclslons  Heeded 

1.  How  will  conflicts  resulting  from  competition  between  livestock 
and  wildlife  for  space,  water,  and  forage  be  resolved? 

2.  How  will  conflicts  involving  wildlife  and  other  uses  be 
resolved? 


Planning  Criteria 

Practices  selected  for  management  of  waier,  spatial  requirements, 
and  vegetation  resources  must  result  in  the  best  balance  of  resource 
protection  and  habitat  requirements  for  optimum  wildlife  populations. 
Factors  to  be  considered  are: 

-  condition  and  capability  of  the  available  vegetation  to 
sustain  a  productive  wildlife  habitat; 

-  present  and  future  demand  for  wildlife,  and  the  economic 
importance  of  wildlife  oriented  recreation  to  the  community; 
and 

-  availability  of  water  and  space  for  wildlife  use. 


Planning  Issue  Ho.  4:  Off-Road  Vehicle  Use  and  Management 

Certain  areas  within  the  GRA  currently  receive  heavy  recreational  ORV 
use,  as  well  as  some  nonrecreattonsl  use,  resulting  potential*  conflicts 
among  different  types  of  CRV  use  and  between  ORV  use  and  other  resource 
values.  The  resource  area  is  known  for  high  quality  recreational  ORV 
opportunities;  in  addition,  ORV  use  is  important  for  livestock  uanagement, 
minerals  exploration  and  development,  and  agricultural  and  commercial 
uses. 

Management  Decisions  Needed 

Will  areas  experiencing  ORV  related  problems  be  designated  as  other 
than  "open"  for  ORV  use? 


Planning  Criteria 


1. 


Classifications  for  ORV  use  on  BLM  administered  lands  will  be 
made  in  accordance  with  Executive  Order  11644,  Title  43  of  the 
Code  of  federal  Regulations  (CFR),  Subpart  8340,  and  other 
applicable  regulations. 

2.  Conflicts  caused  hy  ORV  uses  and  the  areas  of  occurrence  will 
be  Identified,  end  the  best  method  of  resolution  will  be 
determined.  Consideration  will  be  given  to: 

-  conflicts  a^ong  ORV  uses; 

-  conflicts  between  ORV  uses  and  other  resource  values;  and 

-  whether  designating  the  geographical  area  where  the 
conflict  occurs  as  "limited"  or  "closed"  would  resolve 
the  conflict,  or  whether  some  other  measure  is  needed. 

3.  Unless  designated  as  "limited"  or  "closed"  to  CRV  use,  areas 
will  be  considered  "open"  for  this  use.  ORV  uses  allowed 

•  'under  such  laws  as  the  1872  Mining  Law  and  such  regulations  as 
those  contained  in  43  CfR  3802  and  3SC9,  or  CRV  uses  pursuant 
to  a  valid  lease,  permit,  or  right-of-way,  shall  not  be 
impinged  upon. 

4.  Current  and  potential  high  level  recreational  ORV  use  areas 
(e.g.,  trails,  race  tracks,  dune  areas,  etc.)  shall  be  Identified 
via  historical  use,  visitor  preferences,  and  feasibility 
Studies. 
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Planning  Issue  Ho.  S:  lands  Disposal 

There  are  current  requests  within  the  GRA  for  the  BLH  to  identify  public 
lands  suitable  for  disposal. 

Management  Decisions  Heeded 

Of  the  lands  included  in  current  disposal  requests,  which  should  be 
identified  as  potentially  suitable  for  disposal? 

Planning  Criteria 

The  designation  of  lands  for  community  expansion,  economic  development, 
and  other  public  and  private  use  via  sales,  exchanges,  recreation 
and  public  purposes  (RiPP)  leases,  or  other  fori  ,  of  disposal  shall 
consider: 


Oo 


-  local  community  expansion  and  economic  development  objectives; 

-  whether  the  physical  capabilities  c*"  the  BLH  managed  lands  In 
the  GRA  are  adequate  to  support  actions  needed  to  meet  the 
stated  objectives  of  the  community; 

-  the  consequences  of  BLK  actions  needed  to  assist  the  community 
In  meeting  its  objectives  (e.g.,  socioeconomic  impacts, 
impacts  on  resources,  etc.);  and 

-  the  potential  of  other  public  and  private  lands  for  assisting 
the  community  in  meeting  its  objectives. 


Planning  Issue  Mo.  6;     Utility  Corridors 

Increased  energy  development  within  the  GRA  and  the  Western  States 
presents  great  demands   for  rights-of-way  to  accomnodate  roads,  pipelines 
and  utility  lines.     Also  passing  through  the  area  trc  irany  long-distance* 
rtghts-oi-way  for  transportation,  power  and  cciminication  lines     and 
energy  pipelines.     Because  of  the  topography  jn  sece  areas,  exis'tirg  ard 
proposed  easements  are  creating  congestion.     The  opportunity  exists    fcr 
formal  designation  of  utility  corridors  under  the  a-tnority  of  Section 
503  of  the  federal  Land  Policy  and  Mar.age-ent  Act  (FlPKA)  of  1S7£.      Such 
designation  could  serve  to  minimize  width  requirements  for  rights-of-way 
and  max  mi jc  multiple  occupancy.     Therefore,  the  suitability  of  lands 
within  the  GRA  to  accommodate  future  utility  corridors  needs  to  be 
addressed. 


Management  Decisions  Heeded 

Will  any  areas  be  selected  for  utility  corridors?     If  so,  how  many 
utility  corridors  will  be  provided,  and  where  will  they  be  located? 

Planning  Criteria 

lorridors  wm^blsVSn?1  deS,S"8t,on  8S  ■«"«»  «'  transportation 

-  present  and  potential  demand  for  various  kinds  ef  rights-of- 

way; 

•  compatibility  of  various  kinds  of  rights-of-way; 

-  environmental  impacts  on  natural  resources,  including  soil 
air,  water,  fish,  wildlife,  and  vegetation  and  an  cutjuraj'ard 
visual  resources; 

-  economic  efficiency  of  placing  a  right-of-way  within  a  corridor 
considering  cost  of  construction,  operation  and  .maintenance, 

as  well  as  cost  of  modifying  or  relocating  existing  facilities 
in  a  proposed  corridor; 

-  social  and  economic  impacts  of  such  facilities  on  public  land 
users,  adjacent  landowners,  and  other  Jndividjals  or  grouss 
Including  health  and  safety  hazards  imposed  by  the  designation 
and  use  of  tne  utility  corridor;  and 

-  possibility  of  designing  facilities  wnich  would  reduce  prolif- 
eration of  rights-of-way. 
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Planning  Issue  Ho.  7:  Minerals 


Development  of  locatable,  1 
potash),  and  salable  miner* 
arid  locol  demand  ar.d  to  pro 
base  for  local  coramunl Met 
of  1970  declared  that  It  Is 
foster  arid  c-iitoura'je  the  d( 
mineral  riclan-it  Ion  industr 
and  associated  road  buildin 
of  forage,  d-'.riM'.rd  wildli 
values,  ai;d  da~aqe  to  water 
and  loss  of  fish  habitat). 


easable  (oil  and  gas,  coal,  tar  sands,  and 
Is  is  necessary  to  meet  National,  regional, 
vide  increased  employment  and  an  expanded  tax 
Ihe  Federal  Mining  and  Minerals  folic/  Act 
the  policy  of  the  federal  Government  to 
vHoi'ment  of  Billing,  minerals,  metal,  and 
ies.   Hi'wever,  in  some  areas,  mineral  activity 
9  are  causing  destruction  of  vegetation,  loss 
fe  habitat,  Increased  erosion,  loss  of  wilderness 
'hed  (i.e.,  Increased  sedimentation,  pollution. 


Ihe  issue  to  be  addressed  must  be  that  of  determining  what  level  of 
mineral  development  (considering  reclamation  requirements '  can  take 
place  without  resulting  in  undue  and  unnecessary  degradation  or  precluding 
other  future  or  concurrent  uses  of  public  lands.  A  related  concern  is 
wnether  the  mineral  uses,  or  the  nonmineral  uses,  are  the  highest  and 
best  uses  as  deter.nlned  by  the  public  interest. 

Kar.age"v»nt  decisions  Heeded 

1.  How  will  the  exploration  and  development  of  leasable,  locatable, 
and  salable  minerals  be  managed  to  provide  optimum  mineral 
related  values  while  ensuring  adequate  protection  to  other 
resource  values  and  users? 

2.  As  a  result  of  conflicts,  how  should  oil  and  gas  leasing  be 
managed  (e.g..  category  system  update)  to  protect  the  other 
resources? 

3.  Of  areas  that  are  Identified,  and  have  no  conflicts  as  outlined 
In  43  CFR  3601  for  mineral  material  or  free  use,  which  should 
be  designated  as  material  disposal  sites? 

4.  Is  it  necessary  to  withdraw  any  land  from  mineral  entry? 
Planning  Criteria 

1.  Exploration  and  development  of  leasable  and  salable  mineral 
commodities  will  be  permitted,  subject  to  surface  protection 
measures  that  will  safeguard  other  resource  values  and  users. 
Kajor  considerations  include: 

-  occurrence,  quality,  and  quantity  of  salable  minerals; 

-  occurrence,  quality,  and  quantity  of  leasable  minerals; 

-  conflicts  of  mining  claims  with  salable  minerals; 

•  present  and  potential  public  demand  for  mineral  resources; 

-  potential  adverse  effects  to  other  resource  values  on 
public  land  and  adjacent  private,  state  and  local  government 
lands; 

-  update  of  oil  and  gas  leasing  categories; 

-  area's  acceptability  for  tar  sands  leasing; 

-  ability  of  the  land  to  be  rehabilitated. 

2.  locatable  mineral  development  must  be  identified  and  mining 
and  exploration  monitored  to  prevent  unnecessary  and  undue 
degradation  of  public  lands. 


Planning  Issue  No.  8:  Recreation 

The  GRA  offers  a  variety  of  rccreat 
increasingly  for  recreation  by  both 
nearest  metropolitan  areas  of  Salt 
Fe,  and  Phoenix  are  expected  to  con 
creating  the  potential  of. greater  r 
Area.  With  greater  use  comes  the  p 
resource  values;  high  demand  has  al 
some  areas.  Areas  of  concentrated 
to  ensure  public  safely  and  aesthet 
a  conflict  between  recreationists  a 
attractive  to  divergent  types  of  re 


ional  opportunities  and  is  used 
domestic  and  foreign  tourists.   The 
Lake  City,  Denver,  Albuquerque,  SinU 
tinue  their  population,  growth, 
ecreational  demand  within  the  Resource 
otentlal  for  impairment  of  other 
ready  necessitated  pereiit  syster.s  for 
use  require  surveillance  and  maintenance 
ic  quality.  Some  areas  are  experiencing 
nd  other  types  of  use;  some  areas  ire 
creational  users. 


Management  Decisions  Heeded 

1.  Wnere  will  BLM  manage  for  recreational  use? 

2.  Will  any  recreation  areas  be  withdrawn  or  given  special 
designation?  L/  so,  which  ones? 

3.  Mill  local  governments  or  other  agencies  be  encouraged  to 
develop  or  administer  specific  recreational  sites? 

Planning  Criteria 

1,  Recreational  programs  will  be  provided,  commensurate  with  the 
present  and  potential  demands  of  various  user  groups.  Major 
consideration  will  be  gtven  to: 

-  public  safety; 

•  Impact  on  other  recreational  opportunities  and  land  uses; 
and 

-  impact  on  the  local  economy  and  social  structure. 

2.  Special  use  designations  will  be  suggested  either  to  protect 
seriously  conflicting  resource  uses  or  to  highlight  exceptional 
opportunities  for  recreation. 
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Planning  Issue  Ho.  9:  Fire  Management 

Certain  lands  should  be  identified  as  having  potential  for  improvement 
with  the  use  of  induced  or  natural  fires.   Full  suppression  of  all 
fires  can  be  costly  and  does  not  always  benefit  rangeland  resources 
(e.g.,  grazing  habitats). 


O 


Management  Decisions  Heeded 

1.  What  alternatives  (limited  suppression,  prescribed  burn,  full 
suppression,  or  let  burn)  will  be  adopted  as  part  of  the  fire 

management  program?  *  •  • 

2.  Where  and  how  will  these  be  applied? 
Planning  Criteria 

Fire  management  shall  be  used  to  improve  and  maintain  vegetation 
types,  based  on: 

-  capability  of  the  land  for  Improvement  through  fire  manipulation; 

-  protection  of  certain  public  and  private  lar.ds  (e.g.,  critical 
wildlife  and  watershed  areas,  cultural  resources,  privately 
owned  structures  such  as  homes,  oil  and  gas  pumping  stations, 
etc . Ii 

-  need  to  change  designated  pinyon-junlper  and  sagebrush  plant 
communities  to  a  subclimax  vegetation  primarily  for  the 
benefit  of  livestock  and  wildlife  forage,  as  well  as  to 
improve  watershed  conditions;  and 

-  economic  impacts  of  any  management  decision  to  adopt  any  of 
the  above  alternatives. 


2. 


Planning  Issue  Mo.  Iff:  Wilderness 

Section  603  of  FLPKA  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  review 
roadless  areas  of  5,0C0  acres  or  more  identified  as  having  wilderness 
characteristics,  and  to  report  to  the  President  on  tr.eir  suitability  or 
nonsuitability  for  wilderness  designation.  The  Secretary  is  also 
directed  to  cause  mineral  surveys  to  be  conducted  by  the  Geological 
Survey  and  the  Dureau  of  Mines  to  determine  the  mineral  values,  if  any, 
in  suitable  areas.  The  Secretary  is  furtner  directed  to  manage  lanes 
under  review  in  a  manner  that  will  not  Impair  their  suitability  for 
wilderness  designation,  as  set  forth  in  BLM's  Interim  Management  Policy 
(IMP). 

Management  Decisions  Needed 

S.   Which  wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs)  or  portions  of  WSAs  will 
be  recr.:n:.ended  as  suitable,  and  which  will  be  reccoranded  as 
nonsuiublc  for  designation  as  part  of  the  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System?  ' 

Wnat  management  alternatives  will  be  reported  as  appropriate 
for  USA',  or  portions  of  WSAs  tr.at  are  not  designated  as 
wilderness?  This  includes  identification  of  areas  of  critical 
environmental  concern  (ACECs)  where  appropriate. 

Planning  Criteria 

1.  The  study  of  WSAs  shall  follow  the  study  guidelines  and 
policies  set  forth  in  the  Wilderness  Study  Policy:  Policies, 
jj-rJ l'".rJA.»  and  Guidelines  for  Conducting  Ujjid^n.es's  Su:i7--f  on 
™filic  ka."As_  (appearing  in  the  FVcii-'ral  Reiiv'ter'Vcliffe  47  .'.cT 
23.  Wednesday,  February  3,  19!12j.  tVilualjOns  will  be  r.ase  on 
the  i.asis  of  the  criteria  set  forth  in  the  Draft  Wilderness 
Study  Policy. 

2.  BLM  WSAs  extending  beyond  the  boundaries  of  the  Grind  Resource 
Area  (Gf!A)  (inventory  units  Ul-C60-06r:A  and  UT-GC0- 116/117) 
will  he  studied  jointly  by  the  two  affected  resource  areas. 
The  ELM  office  with  the  gredter  acreage  will  have  the  lead  and 
will  be  responsible  for  the  final  suitability  or 
nonsuitability  report.  Each  office  will  conduct  field 
inventories,  si.te-speci  fie  data  collections,  and  analyses. 

3.  Study  of  a  WSA  that  is  contiguous  to  a  proposed  WSA  of  another 
agency  shall  be  coordinated  with  that  agency.   This  affects 
the  WSA  in  wilderness  inventory  unit  UT-GC0-131B. 


4.  Although  the  review  of  WSAs  in  wilderness  inventory  units  that 
are  under  appeal  to  the  interior  Board  of  Land  Appeals  (1ELA) 
will  continue,  final  suitability  recommendations  cannot  be" 
made  until  after  the  appeals  have  been  resolved. 

5.  IMP  guidelines  will  be  followed  in  the  management  of  WSAs  and 
areas  under  appeal  to  the  iBLA.  as  long  as  they  remain  ur.ecr 
wilderness  review. 
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Appendix  "G"  Part  3 


GRAND  RESOURCE  AREA  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
MANAGEMENT  SITUATION  ANALYSIS  (MSA)  MOCKUP 
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Appendix '""G"  Part  3  (cont.) 


GRAND  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

MANAGEMENT  SITUATION  ANALYSIS  MOCKUP 
SUMMARY 


Introduction 

-  Explanation  of  the  MSA  process; 

-  How  it  relates  to  next  phase.  Alternative  Formulation. 
Issue  Development 

-  Issues  initially  identified  (will  be  shown  on  overlay) 

-  Issues  dropped  (will  be  shown  on  overlay) 

-  Issues  added  (will  be  shown  on  overlay) 
Discussion  of  Analyses 

-  Explanation  of  the  meaning  of  each  analysis 

-  Discussion  of  which  analyses  applied,  or  did  not  apply,  to 
issue  areas 

Discussion  of  Questions  for  MSA 

-  A  listing  of  questions  for  MSA  and  a  summary  of  answers  consisting 
of  a  summary  of  determinations  and  references  to  the  parts  of  the 
MSA  containing  data  and  analyses  pertaining  to  the  question. 
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Appendix  "G"  Part  3  (cont. ) 


MANAGEMENT  SITUATION  ANALYSIS 
Issue  Outline 


The  Management  Situation  Analysis  (MSA)  will  contain  the  foil  owing  nine 
sections:  Critical  Watersheds;  Livestock/Wildlife  Requirements;  Off-Road 
Vehicle  Use  and  Management;  Lands:  Access;  Lands:  Disposal;  Lands:  Utility 
Corridors;  Minerals;  Recreation;  and  Fire  Management.  Each  section  will 
be  organized  according  to  the  following  outline: 


I.  Current  Management  Situation 

Present  Conditions  and  Trends 

Present  Management  Practices 

Mandates  and  Authorities  for  Use  and  Protection 

Present  Demands  and  the  Capability  to  Meet  Them 

II.  Analysis  of  Future  Demands,  Opportunities,  and  Capabilities 

Opportunities  to  Meet  National  and  State  Director  Goals  and  Resolve 
Planning  Issues  and  Management  Concerns 

Future  Demands  and  the  Capability  to  Meet  Them 

Sustained  Yield  Under  Various  Kinds  and  Levels  of  Management 
(considered  primarily  for  renewable  resources) 

Unsuitability  for  Coal  Leasing,  or  Acceptability  for  Further 
Consideration  for  Leasing 

Constraints  on  Management  Options  to  Avoid  Undesirable  Irreversible 
Commitments 

Consistency  with  Non-Bureau  Plans 

III.  Additional  Management  Concerns 

IV.  Opportunities  for  Changes  in  Management  Practices 
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IMPACT  MATRIX  GRAND  RMP/EIS 


A  cross  reference  to  impacts  on  indicators  that  can  be  attributed  to  prescribed  management  actions  shown  in 
summary  for  each  alternative.  KEY:  (-)  =  a  negative  impact,  (+)  ■  a  positive  impact,  (0)  =  no  impact.  To  us 
matrix  apply  KEY  symbols  to  the  col' umns  corresponding  to  the  prescriptions  for  an  issue  opposite  the  approp 
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RHP  MANAGEMENT  OBJECTIVES  PROTESTED 

To  emphasize  livestock  use 

To  define  how  HSAs  would  be  managed  if  not 
designated  as  wilderness 

RMP  MANAGEMENT  ACTIONS  PROTESTED 

LIVESTOCK  REQUIREMENTS 

Continue  present  management  on  833,545  acres 

Implement  livestock  manipulation  techniques 

Maintain  existing  land  treateinents 

Implement  land  treatments  on  68,195  acres 

Authorize  all  grazing  at  present  levels 

Change  season  of  use  on  54,380  acres 

Change  class  of  livestock  on  69,045  acres 

Manage  3  miles  of  perennial  streams 

Manipulate  livestock  grazing  on  27,000  acres 

OFF-ROAD  VEHICLE  USE  AND  MANAGEMENT 

Designate  1.183,660  acres  open  to  ORV  use 

Designate  596,234  acres  limited  to  existing 
roads  and  trails  for  ORV  use 

LANDS  ACTIONS 

Consider  11,629  acres  for  disposal 
MINERALS 

Leave  1.8  million  acres  open  to  mining  claims 

Adopt  the  proposed  oil  and  gas  leasing  category  system 
RECREATION 

Continue  to  issue  recreation  use  permits 

Continue  to  permit  ORV  events 
FIRE  MANAGEMENT 

Initiate  prescribed  fire  and  seeding  on  14,149  acres 


MANAGEMENT  OF  WSAs 

Pole  of  PMP  during  wilderness  study  is  to  define 
how  WSAs  would  be  managed,  if  not  designated. 
WSAs  to  be  managed  under  IMP. 

RMP  ONGOING  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAMS  PROTESTEO 

GRAZING  ADMINISTRATION 

MINING  LAW  ADMINISTRATION 

REALTY 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES 

TRANSPORTATION  MAINTENANCE 

WILDERNESS 
PROTEST-IDENTIFIED  MAJOR  OMISSIONS  TO  RHP 

LIVESTOCK  REQUIREMENTS 

Failure  to  report  existing  grazing  and  forage 
Failure  to  consider  No  Grazing  alternative 

WILDLIFE  HABITAT  REQUIREMENTS 
Failure  to  consider  ACECs 

°RV  USE  AND  MANAGEMENT 

Failure  to  consider  Sierra  Club  alternative 

MINERALS 

Failure  to  consider  coal  leasing 

Failure  to  consider  No  Leasing  alternative 

Failure  to  consider  Sierra  Club  leasing  category 
al ternative 

Failure  to  consider  mineral  withdrawals 
and  mining  category  system 

WILDLRHESS  REVIEW 

Failure  to  reconsider  Lost  Spring  Canyon  as  a  wSft 

OTHER 

Planning  criteria  Inadequate,  Sierra  Club  version 
omitted 

Tailure  to  consider  budget  restrictions 

Failure  to  determine  fair  market  value 
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Kremmling  RMP,  Craig  District,  Colorado 


a.     irsalaaaijut 

1.  Ma.ior  Driving  Programs 

o  Range  (Livestock  Grazing)  -  Need  to  complete  scheduled  grazing  EIS 
by  appointed  date  of  September  1983 . 

o  Wilderness  -  Need  to  make  recommendation  on  wilderness  designation. 
No  existing  plans  (MFP)  cover  this. 

o  Coal  -  Need  to  identify  lands  suitable  for  future  coal  leasing. 
Earlier  plans  inadequately  addressed  this. 

2.  PrePlan  Analysis 

o  The  first  approach  was  to  develop  a  detailed  budget  plan  that  was 
narrow  in  scope.  It  identified  budget  items  including  inventories 
needed.  Little  consideration  on  how  to  develop  plan. 

o  Later  an  action  plan  was  developed  by  the  team  leader.  It  was  a 
brief  document  identifying: 

a.  The  planning  area 

b.  Plan  goals 

c.  Responsibilities  (DM-AM  etc.) 

d.  Interdisciplinary  Team  (IDT) 

e.  Quality  control  and  review  procedures. 

f.  Schedules 

g.  Available  guidance 

h.  Training  and  Orientation 
i.  Public  Participation  Plan 
j.  Budget  Plan  (listed  earlier) 

o  The  action  plan  was  useful  in  getting  started.  It  identified  some 
known  and  ground  rules  for  developing  the  RMP.  It  should  be 
flexible  and  updated  perodically.  The  budget  plan  was  helpful  in 
that  it  was  management's  commitment  on  inventories.  It  stated 
which  data  gaps  would  be  filled  and  what  data  was  adequate  for  RMP 
decisions. 

3.  Public  Participation  Plan 

o  A  brief  4  page  plan  with  a  one  page  flow  chart  was  prepared  by  the 
team  leader  and  DO  planner.   It  was  prepared  in  advance  of  the 
Notice  of  Intent.  It  is  included  as  part  of  the  action  plan.  The 
public  participation  plan  identifies: 

a .  Purpose 

b.  Interested  Parties  (generally,  not  a  complete  mailing  list) 

c.  Schedule  of  RMP  activities  and  when  public  involvement  and 
review  would  occur. 

d.  How  inputs  will  be  documented  and  used. 
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The  flow  chart  was  most  useful  because  it  was  a  convenient  handout 
for  involved  parties. 


4.  '   Notice  of  Intent 


o  The  notice  was  prepared  by  the  DO  planner  and  was  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  on  January  18,  1980,  prior  to  any  planning 
activities.  The  notice  identified: 

a.  Location  of  Planning  Area 

b.  Purpose  of  RMP 

c.  Public  Involvement 

d.  Public  meeting  dates  (for  issue  identification) 

e.  Specialties  represented  on  IDT 

f.  Contacts  for  information 

o  No  mention  was  made  of  the  EIS  preparation  and  its  association  to 
the  RMP  process.  This  should  be  clear  in  each  Notice  of  Intent. 

5.   Mock-uo 

o  The  team  leader  prepared  the  mock-up  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  document, 
It  was  developed  late  in  the  process  -  just  before  starting  the 
Environmental  Consequences  Chapter.  The  mock-up  briefly  outlines 
the  chapters  of  the  combined  document  stating  what  will  be 
included,  estimates  of  page  limits,  and  how  information  will  bo 
displayed  (maps,  charts,  photos,  etc.). 

o  The  mock-up  has  proved  to  be  very  helpful  -  particularly  for  the 
IDT  and  management.  It  gives  them  a  clear  idea  of  what  the  draft 
is  expected  to  look  like. 

o  The  mock-up  was  prepared  late  in  the  process.  It  should  have  been 
completed  earlier.  It  could  save  time  and  reduce  confusion  by 
focusing  in  on  what  is  necessary  and  important,  it  could  reduce 
paper  generation  and  get  everyone  familiar  with  the  expected 
product. 

o  A  general  mock-up  may  be  the  answer  for  future  RMPs  with  some 
flexibility  for  meeting  local  or  specific  needs. 

B.   Planning  Process  Steps 

1.   Issues 

o  Issues  were  generated  through  public  meetings  with  state  and  other 
Federal  land  and  resource  managing  agencies,  local  and  state 
government  officials  and  special  interest  organizations. 

o  Issues  were  identified  orally  at  the  meetings  and  recorded  or  were 
submitted  in  writing. 
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o  Specific  issues  were  grouped  into  broader  general  issues  by  IDT. 
Planning  questions  were  developed  from  general  issues.  The 
specific  issues  were  all  recorded  and  traceable.  (See  Appendix  "K" 
Part  1). 

o  Issues  were  published  in  newsletter. 

o  Twenty  four(24)  issues  were  brought  forward. 

o  Issue  numbers  could  have  still  been  reduced. 

2.  Planning  Criteria 

o  The  IDT  team  developed  the  planning  criteria  by  providing  answers 
to  the  planning  questions.  The  planning  criteria  is  basically  the 
sideboards  that  guide  the  development  of  the  RMP .  (See  Appendix 
"K"  Part  2.) 

o  Initially  this  was  one  of  the  most  confusing  and  time  consuming 
steps  in  the  process.  A  lot  of  backtracking  to  get  them  finally 
developed.  Future  efforts  would  benefit  by  having  approved  State 
Director  Guidance  and  for  a  set  of  generic  planning  criteria  that 
can  be  modified  to  fit  local  resource  area  situations.  Most 
planning  criteria  for  all  plans  should  be  similar  for  similar  type 
of  actions, 

o  Planning  criteria  were  published  in  newsletter  for  public  review 
and  comment.  The  DM  or  AM  signed,  approving  the  critiera. 

o  Procedures  were  developed  to  track  the  criteria  from  the  issues,  to 
the  planning  questions  to  the  development  of  the  criteria. 

3.  Inventory  and  Data  Collection 

o  Existing  data  and  data  needs  were  identified  in  the  Preplan. 
Management  decided  at  that  time  on  the  level  of  quality  and 
quantity  of  data  that  they  felt  comfortable  with  making  RMP 
decisions.  In  most  cases  existing  available  data  was  considered 
adequate.  SVIM  and  other  inventories  were  programmed  to  fill  major 
data  gaps. 

o  All  data  used  or  referenced  during  the  process  is  on  file  in  the 
Kremmling  Area  Office  library, 

o  One  of  the  more  important  things  done  in  the  analysis  of  inventory 
or  data  needs  during  preplanning  was  to  have  management  agree  to 
what  they  would  accept  as  data  for  decisionmaking.  Several  IDT 
members  requested  delays  in  the  planning  process  in  order  to  gather 
more  inventory  data  (after  process  was  underway).  Management's 
early  buy-off  on  data  prevented  this  from  becoming  a  problem  for 
the  team  leader. 
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o  Inventories  should  be  conducted  as  a  regular  program  component  and 
not  directly  tied  to  the  planning  process.  The  planning  process 
should  begin  when  management  is  satisfied  with  available  data. 
This  would  reduce  the  amount  of  time  required  to  complete  an  RMP. 

4.   Analysis  of  the  Management  Situation 

There  are  three  components  to  the  Kremmling  AMS : 

o  Resource  Area  Profile  -  This  is  a  brief  description  of  the 

physical,  biological  and  human  aspects  of  the  resource  area.  This 
will  serve  as  the  affected  environment  section  of  the  EXS, 

o  Existing  Management  Situation  -  The  EMS  is  a  brief  description  of 
the  present  management,  the  results  or  effectiveness  of  it  and  what 
this  continued  management  will  result  in.  This  will  serve  as  the 
No  Action  Alternative  and  will  provide  a  baseline  for  comparison 
with  the  other  alternatives. 

o  Capability  Analysis  -  The  capability  analysis  is  the  first  step  of 
alternative  formulation.  Each  team  member  identified  a  range  of 
management  options  or  capability  levels  for  their  resource  or  plan 
element.  Each  capability  level  must  be  realistic  and  achievable 
(See  Appendix  "K" ,  Part  3A) .  Team  members  also  mapped  "priority 
use  zones"  for  their  plan  element.  (See  Apendix  "K",  Part  3B.) 
These  are  the  areas  of  greatest  potential  for  management  or 
greatest  need  for  management  or  protection, 

o  The  combination  of  capability  levels  and  priority  use  zones  is 
the  first  step  in  alternative  formulation.  For  future  planning 
efforts  the  AMS  should  only  provide  the  bases  for  the  priority  use 
zones  but  not  include  them  in  the  MSA.  They  should  be  developed 
in  the  alternative  formulation  process  instead.  This  is  a  more 
reasonable  approach  and  should  provide  clarity  to  the  process  of 
alternative  formulation  and  will  provide  continuity  during  the 
review  process. 

o  There  was  no  public  review  or  involvement  during  the  MSA. 

o  Subunits  were  developed  within  the  Resource  Area  when  AMS  was 
started.  To  date  they  have  proved  of  little  value  and  in  some 
instances  created  extra  work. 

o  Limited  inventory  information  was  presented  in  the  AMS.  Most  was 
referenced. 
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Formulating  Alternative  Plans 

Approach  -  Each  alternative  considered  in  detail  is  a  complete  multiple 
use  land  management  plan  addressing  all  resources  and  uses.   Each  al- 
ternative could  be  readily  implemented.   Each  alternative  provides 
the  land  manager  with  a  "master  plan"  or  framework  for  land  and  resource 
allocations  from  which  decisions  can  be  made. 

Each  alternative  emphasizes  a  different  theme  or  goal  derived 
from  the  significant  issues  identified  at  the  outset  of  the  planning 
process.   Each  significant  issue  was  addressed  in  at  least  one  al- 
ternative.  The  interdisciplinary  team  ranked  resources  and  uses  in  the 
order  they  would  be  preferred  or  emphasized  to  best  fulfill  the  objec- 
tive of  that  alternative.   No  existing  use  of  any  resource  is  totally  ex- 
cluded or  completely  exploited.   Mandatory  legal  requirements  and  basic 
minimum  standards  are  met  in  all  alternatives;  i.e.,  threatened  and 
endangered  species  habitat  is  protected  and  minimum  water  quality 
standards  maintained.   All  the  alternatives  are  subject  to  valid  existing 
rights  in  the  public  lands  or  federal  minerals  such  as  rights-of-way  and 
mining  claims.   Each  alternative  was  described  in  narrative  form  and 
visually  depicted  on  an  alternative  map.  The  narrative  for  each 
alternative  was  derived  from  the  capability  levels  identified  in 
the  MSA  and  describe  the  following: 

a.  The  management  intensity  that  would  apply  to  each 
resource. 

b.  The  types  of  land  suitable  or  unsuitable  for 
development  or  use. 

c.  The  types  of  mitigation  that  would  be  imposed  to  protect 
or  maintain  resource  values  and/or  achieve  compatability 
between  competing  resources. 

d.  The  types  of  management  actions  most  likely  to  occur. 

e.  The  types  of  support  actions  necessary  to  implement  the 
alternative. 

The  maps  give  an  areal  depiction  of  the  resource  combinations 
emphasized  and  what  resource  uses  are  compatible  or  incompatible  with 
tnem.   These  map  depictions  were  based  on  the  priority  use  zones 
identified. 

The  alternatives  considered  were: 

a.  No  Action  (continuation  with  modifications  of  present 
management) 

b.  Economic  Benefit 

c.  Energy  and  Mineral 

d.  Renewable  Resource 

e.  Recreation 

f.  Natural  Environment 

Advantages 

a.  Alternatives  were  readily  depicted  on  maps  -  are  visually 
comparable . 

b.  Good  use  of  interdisciplinary  approach. 

c.  Named  alternatives  addressing  a  specific  theme  or  goal 
were  easy  for  reviewers  to  identifiy  with  -  public  comments 
were  favorable. 

d.  Maps  lend  themselves  to  computer  generation. 
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e.  Reduced  the  need  for  overlays  and  the  problem  of  overlay- 
storage. 

f.  Good  method  for  master  planning  level  of  detail. 

g.  All  were  "real"  alternatives. 

h.   Allowed  for  degree  of  management  flexibility  and  stressed 
future  activity  and  project  planning. 


Disadvanta 


&~s 


a.  Too  many  alternatives  -  this  was  realized  but  thought  as 
pilot  we  would  give  it  a  try.   It  would  be  better  to  stay 
with  no  more  than  four  plus  the  preferred  for  a  more 
workable  number. 

b.  Maps  were  tedious  to  generate  by  hand. 

c.  Many  BLM-ers  used  to  MFPs  had  a  hard  time  adjusting 
to  this  level  of  planning. 


itify  alternative  goals  as  early  in  the  process  as 
you  can;   this  will  help  the  team  get  a  clearer  picture 
of  the  end  product  and  will  reduce  delays  and  unnecessary 
worko 

b.  Recommend  this  method  or  one  similar  for  master  planning 
level  of  detail. 

c.  Go  with  four  or  five  alternatives 

6.    Estimating  Effects 

Approach  -  Traditional  approach  in  preparing  EISs  was  used  with  a  couple 
of  minor  changes.   With  WO  approval  we  changed  the  arrangement  of  the 
chapters  slightly  to  allow  for  tne  EIS  to  read  more  like  a 
planning  document  (Chapters  2  and  3  were  reversed).   Worked 
better  when  using  comoined  format  (RMP/EIS).   Since  we  were  dealing 
with  master  planning  level  of  decisions,  there  were  few  site-specific 
impacts.   Most  were  general,,  generic  types  of  impacts.   The  process 
and  forms  developed  by  Pete  Haug  were  adapted  to  meet  these  needs. 
(See  attached  Appendix  K,  Part  5). 

Advantages  -  Haug's  forms  allowed  for  a  process  of  leaving  trails 
or  documenting  the  analysis,  since  most  of  the  findings  were  general 
or  insignificant.   A  great  deal  of  interdisciplinary  interaction  was 
required. 

Disadvantages  -  General  analysis  of  master  planning  types  of  actions 
was  difficult  for  the  team  to  address.   They  were  used  to  analyzing 
site-specific,  quantifiable  actions.   Even  at  the  end,  the  team  was 
not  totally  comfortable  with  the  level' of  analysis. 

Retrospect  -  A  better  training  method  should  be  developed  for  this 
general  type  of  analysis  and  it  should  be  introduced  early  in  the 
tne  process  and  repeated  or  intensified  prior  to  estimating  effects. 
We  probably  should  have  spent  more  time  on  this  step  and  less  on  some 
of  the  preceding  steps. 
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7.  Selecting  the  Preferred  Alternative 

Approach  -  The  six  alternatives  were  presented  to  the  area  manager 
along  with  a  comparison  of  the  alternatives  and  the  environmental 
effects  of  each.   After  consulting  with  the  interdisciplinary  team 
and  team  leader,  the  area  manager  selected  his  preferred.   He  selected 
one  alternative  as  the  base  and  modified  it  slightly.   This  was 
presented  to  the  district  manager  and  the  state  director,  both  of 
wnom  had  input  that  was  added  to  the  preferred.   After  the  preferred 
was  selected,  the  team  went  back  and  analyzed  and  compared  the  new 
alternative  witn  the  rest. 

Advantages  -  Management  was  kept  well  informed  throughout  the 
process  so  selecting  the  preferred  was  not  too  difficult;  good  inter- 
disciplinary involvement.   All  alternatives  were  realistic  and 
could  be  implemented  -  no  straw  alternatives. 

Disadvantages  -.Since  the  Preferred  Alternative  was  not  predetermined, 
the  team  had  to  go  back  and  analyze  and  compare  this  new  alternative 
and  develop  a  new  map. 

Retrospect  -  Do  it  basically  the  same  except  would  develop  decision 
criteria,  which  would  aid  management  in  selecting  the  preferred 
It  would  also  allow  the  public  to  be  aware  of  the  procedures  or 
guidelines  by  which  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  be  selected. 

8.  Selecting  the  RMP 

Approacn  -  After  the  95  comments  regarding  the  draft  &MP/EIS  were 
analyzed,  it  was  decided  the  proposed  RMP  would  be  similar  to  the 
preferred  alternative  with  some  minor  changes  included,  which  were 
recommended  during  the  review  process.   The  final  document  would  be 
a  supplement  to  the  draft.   One  week  before  submitting  the  final  to 
the  printer,  the  Washington  Office  range  staff  advised  the  state 
director  that  additional  grazing  information  should  be  included  in 
the  final  to  meet  the  requirements,  as  they  saw  it,  for  a  grazing  EIS 
as  required  in  the  NRDC  suit. 

It  was  tnen  decided  to  add  more  grazing  information,  reprint 
the  entire  draft  with  the  additional  information  as  the  final,  and 
delay  the  release  by  7  months. 

The  items  receiving  most  comment  during  the  review  period 
were  wilderness,  coal  leasing,  land  disposal,  and  level  of  detail. 

The  major  changes  made  between  the  draft  and  the  final  were: 
Offered  wider  range  of  forage  allocation  in  alternatives. 
No  grazing  alternative  printed  in  final  -  not  a  shelf 
document. 

-  More  specific  grazing  allotment  information  included. 

-  Wildlife  AUMs  in  draft  converted  to  livestock  AUMs  in  final. 
Two  special  management  areas  established  (Research  Natural 
Areas):   one  for  a  threatened  and  endangered  plant;  the 
other  a  paleontological  site. 
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-  Land  ownership  consolidation  (Land  tenure).   Changes  made 

to  reflect  current  policy  on  disposal  and  retention.   New  map 
published. 

-  No  cnanges  in  level  of  detail  were  made. 

Advantages  -  Standard  process,  except  last  minute  change.  Public 
comments  considered;  no  major  problems. 

Disadvantages  -  Last  minute  Bureau-initiated  changes  resulted  in 
grazing  portion  being  out  of  balance  with  information  and  level  of 
detail  ofe  the  remaining  resources. 

Insistence  on  grazing  changes  should  have  been  made  during 
draft  review  so  final  could  be  prepared  within  those  constraints  on 
a  timely  basis.  As  a  result,  time  was  wasted  as  well  as  taxpayers' 
dollars. 

Addition  of  unrealistic  alternatives  to  meet  range  alternative 
requirements  for  grazing  was  uncharacteristic  of  other  resource 
alternatives. 

Retrospect  -  Grazing  EIS  and  RMP  do  not  appear  to  be  compatible  with 
level  of  detail  for  which  the  Kremmling  RMP  was  designed.  A  better 
approach  would  have  been  to  prepare  the  RMP  first,  identifying 
suitable  grazing  lands  and  categorize  grazing  alltoments  (M,C,I,) 
and  then  prepare  a  grazing  EIS  following  completion  of  the  RMP. 

Team  leader  should  have  obtained  a  written  "buy-off"  on 
level  of  detail  and  the  approach  used  to  combine  RMP/EIS  and  grazing 
EIS  at  the  earliest  stages  of  alternative  development. 

9.  Protests 

No  valia  protests  were  received.   Governor's  consistency  review  was 

done.   He  received  a  copy  of  the  preliminary  final  RMP/  EIS  before 

it  was  sent  to  the  printer.  The  90-day  review  period  ended  shortly 
after  the  protest  period  ended. 

10.  Decision  Document 

Approach  -  View  this  document  as  the  end  product  of  the  entire  RMP 
process.   It  should  be  a  working  tool  for  management  and  available 
to  other  Federal  agencies,  local  governments,  public,  etc.   It  will 
be  the  approved  plan  identifying  the  management  direction  for  the 
public  lands  and  resources  in  the  resource  area.   It  will  identify 
the  management  prescriptions  most  likely  to  be  employed  and 
procedures  to  monitor  decision  implementation.   The  document  should 
be  concise  and  devoid  of  heavy  data  and  analysis. 

The  potential  exists  that  the  range  program  summary  report  will 
be  published  in  a  seperate  document  because  of  budget  and  timing 
restrictions.   The  feeling  is  that  it  would  be  better  to  place  all 
decisions  in  one  document  and  present  it  at  one  time  rather  than 
fragmenting  it. 
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Advantages 

a.  Working  tool  for  management. 

b.  All  decisions  and  management  direction  available 
in  readable  format  and  readily  available. 

Disadvantages 

having  decisions  coming  out  fragmented. 

Retrospect 

Wait  and  see. 


11.    Monitorinc 


Monitoring  plans  will  be  part  of  the  decision  document.   Results 
will  be  analyzed  periodically  (probably  annually)  to  determine 
if  changes  or  adjustments  need  to  be  made. 


12.    Summary 


Advantages  of  Kremmling  Pilot  RMP 

a.  Introduced  and  pioneered  new  method  of  master 
planning  into  Bureau  (priority  use  zoning, 
compatibility  matrix). 

b.  Broad  range  of  realistic  alternatives  emphasizing  " 
a  specific  theme  or  goal. 

c.  Adequate  preparation  time 

d.  Adequate  funding. 

e.  Excellent  support  from  management. 

f.  Experienced,  stable  team. 

g.  Interdisciplinary  approach  worked  well. 

h.   Developed  plan  that  provided  management  with  a 

degree  of  flexibility  within  a  management  framework. 

i.   Good  public  involvement. 

j.   Good  public  feedback  (newsletter). 

k.   End  product  a  usable  management  tool  -  readily 
available. 

1.   Degree  of  flexibility  to  develop  plan  -  to  be 
innovative. 

m.   Mapping  procedure  for  visually  displaying  alternatives. 
Can  be  used  to  visually  compare  alternatives.   Mapping 
method  lends  itself  to  computer  map  development. 

Disadvantages  of  Kremmling  Pilot  RMP 

a.  Lack  of  guidance  caused  some  backtracking  and  delays. 

b.  Trying  to  keep  all  resources  at  same  level  of  planning 
in  RMP.   Did  not  work  with  grazing.   Consider  RMP  and 
Grazing  EIS  as  separate  documents  and  process. 

c.  Last  minute  changes  after  review  process  completed. 

d.  Difficulty  in  coordinating  cartography  and  printing. 
Each  plan  and  each  team  leader  had  to  start  from  ground 
zero  on  how  to  get  this  support  on  time. 

e.  Hard  to  get  MFP  out  of  the  RMP  process.   Employees  are 
most  comfortable  with  old  MFP  process. 
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Worksheet  1 
Ltiauea 


Page   1   -.  £      R 
Activity   Minerals 


IT'iLIC  ISSUES  OR  MANAGEMENT  CONCERN'S 
WITH  A  COMMON  THEME 


SOURCE 


GENERAL  ISSUE 


Coal  mining  should  be  developed;  needed  for 
tint  i onal  security . 

M!n in}-  is  compatible  with  multiple  use. 

Offer  lands  in  Lake  John  area  for  coal  leasing. 


/i .   Specific  tracts  should  be  identified  for  coal 
leasing. 

5.   Develop  coal  leasing  program  in  KRA. 


o 


Public  lands  should  be  leased  only  where  net 
leasing  receipts  equal  or  exceed  those  on 
private  lands. 

Cost  effectiveness  should  consider  the  new  cost 
relative  to  producing  energy  via  conservation 
measures . 

Coal  development  should  be  encouraged  by  leasing 
federal  coal  for  .both  surface  and  underground 
m in  i  rig. 

There  are  no  definite  area9  identified  for  coal 
leasing. 


y.-i 

. Jim  Miller  - 
Wyoming  Fuel  Co. 

ijim  Miller  - 

; Wyoming  Fuel  Co. 

j 

.Dick  Flesch  - 

; Ralph  Flesch  and  Son 

'jack  Lustig  - 
| Attorney 

;M.  Glassen  - 

JAMCO  Coal  Leasing,  Inc. 

JBill  Noe-Self 


jOffice  of  Energy 
J  Conservation,  State 
!of  Colorado 

I 

P.   Matts'on  - 
Utah   International 

:  i 

i 

General  public  response 

jit   public  meetings 


M-l 


Need  for  coal-leasing  on  federal  conl 
lands  within  the  Kremmllng  Resource  Area, 


Rob  Green  - 
Wyoming  Fuel  Co. 


10.  Identify  KRCRA  -  more  coal  inventory  data  needed. 

11.  Coal  leasing  should  comply  with  county  regulations.   Kent  Crowder  - 

Jackson  County 
1  Administrator 


> 

XI 

-a 
a> 
a 

(X 

x 
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l'UULIC  ISSUES  OR  MANAGEMENT  CONCERNS 
WITH  A  COMMON  THEME 


SOURCE 
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Activity  Minerals 


GENERAL  ISSUE 


M-l 
12. 

13. 

1/.. 

15. 


16, 


17. 


]'>. 


Coal  should  be  leased  by  Coalmont, 


Cutbacks  in  mineral  leasing  will  affect  the  cost 
of  living. 

Social-economic  impacts  should  be  considered  in 
any  mineral  or  energy  development. 


It  Is  essential  that  the  "criteria  for  designating 
lands  unsuitable  for  coal  mining"  becoming  an 
Integral  part  of  the  planning  process  at  the 
earliest  opportunity. 

It  is  critical  to  energy  needs  of  the  country  that 
the  valuable  coal  deposits  in  the  unit  be  offered 
Tor  lease  at  the  earliest. possible  date. 

Coal  development  opportunities  are  real  in  the 
resource  area. 

Conservation  of  energy  resources  -  we  must  not 
rush  exploitation  of  energy  resources. 

Increased  production  of  energy  producing  mineral 
Is  highly  desirable. 


Dill  Van  Valkenburg  - 

Self 

Rex  Shaw  - 
Ozark  Mahoney 

Steve  Colby  - 
Colorado  State  Div.  of 
Impact  Assistance 

Robert  Shields  - 

US  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Service 


Brad  Doores  - 
Kerr  Coal  Company 


Peter  Mattson  - 
Utah  International 

Wendell  Funk-Self 


Gene  McConnell  -  Self 


-o 
a- 
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Planning  Criteria 


GEt.'KRAL    ISSUE 


I 


."i-fil    lor   coal    leasing   on 
.•iliT.il    in.!  1    lands  within 
!ii-   Kin  •mm  Ling  Resource  Area. 


RESOLVE    IN  RMP   OR 
OUTSIDE  RHP    (HOW) 


M-l 


PLANNING   QUESTION 


Resolve   in   RMP 


M-l 

What    federal   coal   lands 
willi  In    the   Kremmling 
Resource  Area  are 
sui table    for  coal 
development? 
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Activity  Minerals 


PLANNING. CRITERIA 
(WITH  REFERENCE   IF  AVAIL) 


M-l 


D. 


Determine  the  suitable  coal  lands  in  the 
Kremmling  Resource  Area. 
(FLPMA  (a)  (2)) 

Suitable  lands  must  be  within  areas  where 
inventory  is  sufficient  to  identify  the 
coal  resource.   (43  CFR  3400,  I.M. 
CO-80-298) 

Lands  will  be  considered' suitable  for 
leasing  that  are  rated  as  high  or  moderate 
potential  by  USGS  for  development  based  on 
coal  resource  and  demand  or  where  an  interet 
has  been  expressed  outside  the  defined  coal 
areas.   (I.M.  CO-80-298) 

Before  lands  can  be  considered  for  surface 
mining,  the  20  criteria  of  unsuitability 
must  be  applied  to  them  to  insure  environ- 
mental compatibility.   (43  CFR  3461, 
I.M.  W.O.  80-37,  I.M.  W.O.  80-346, 
30  CFR  769,  MOU  BLM  GS  OSM) 

Qualified  surface  owner  consent  must  be 
secured  before  lands  can  be  considered  for 
leasing  for  surface  mining  of  federal  coal 
under  fee  surface.   (43  CFR  1601.3  p.) 

PRLA's  will  be  evaluated  for  surface  mining 
suitability.   (I.M.  CO-80-14) 

Existing  coal  leases  will  be  evaluated  for 
surface  mining  suitability.   (43  CFR  1601.6 


KREMMLIN 
Workshee  .. 
Planning  Criteria 


cr.!.":u.'.'.  issue 


RESOLVE  IN  RHP  OR 
OUTSIDE  R-MP  (HOW) 


PLANNING  QUESTION 
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Page 


Activity 


Minerals 


PLANNING  CRITERIA 
(WITH   REFERENCE    IF   AVAIL) 


M-l 


H.   Propose  logical  economically  suitable 
units  so  as  to  enhance  competitive 
interest.   (FLPMA  102(a)(2)) 

I.   Provide  coal  leasing  to  stabilize 
existing  industry  in  area.   (Public 
and  local  government  input) 

J.   Development  of  coal  as  an  energy 

'resource  is  a  high  regional  and  national 
priority.   (BLM  Manual  1603) 

K.   Jackson  County  favors  environmentally  and 
economically  sound  coal  development. 
(Jackson  County  Comprehensive  Plan) 

L.   Reclamation  standards  will  be  in 

compliance  with  the  federal  SMCRA,  and 
State  Mine  Land  Reclamation  Boards 
policies.   (MOU-OSM-GS-BLM) 

M.   Determine  federal  coal  lands  that  are- 
unsuitable  for  coal  leasing  because  of* 
other  resource  values  or  use  conflict's 
(i.e.  T&E,  cultural,  wildlife,  etc.) 
(FLPMA  102(a)(2)  NEPA) 

N.   Coal  mining  activity  plans  will  be 

developed  after  completion  of  RMP  for 
areas  designated  suitable  for  further 
consideration  for  leasing.  (A3  CFR  3420./ 


Appendix  "  K'" Part  3 

CAPABILITY  ANALYSIS  GUIDELINES 

The  capability  analysis  will  require  the  development  of  a  series  of  reasonable 
resource  capability  levels  (RCL)  of  production,  use  and/or  management  intensity 
for  each  resource  in  each  resource  management  unit  (RMU). 

The  number  of  RCL's  for  each  resource  will  vary  by  RMU.   If  a  resource  is  present 
within  a  RMU  then  the  range  of  RCL's  presented  should  include  the  existing  manage- 
ment situation,  a  high  or  maximum  level,  a  low  or  minimum  level  and  a  range  of 
levels  falling  in  between  maximum  and  minimum.   It  is  possible  that  some  resources 
may  only  have  two  or  three  RCL's  while  others  may  have  as  many  as  six. 

Each  RCL  must  meet  the  following  standards: 

1.  Consistency  with  multiple-use  and  sustained  yield  principles. 

2.  Must  be  practical  and  implementable. 

3.  Consistency  with  existing  land  use  plans  (State,  local,  other  Federal). 

4.  Must  respond  to  planning  issues  and  questions. 

5.  Must  be  within  constraints  of  planning  criteria. 

The  RCL's  (including  one  for  current  management  or  "No  Action")  will  be  established 
as  follows:   For  commodity  resources  (timber,  minerals,  grazing),  the  RCL's  will 
range  from  those  describing  a  maximum  economic  production  level.   The  minimum  and 
maximum  levels  are  constrained  by  the  five  standards  listed  above,  and  are  there- 
fore realistic  rather  than  hypothetical  levels.   In  the  case  of  Range  only,  one 
RCL  will  be  that  of  no  livestock  grazing  on  public  lands,  in  order  to  fulfill  the 
requirements  of  the  grazing  EIS.   This  will  be  the  minimum  economic  production  RCL 
for  Range  and  will  be  the  RCL  that  is,  in  fact,  unrealistic.   For  other  resources, 
the  RCL  s  will  range  from  those  minimizing  the  use,  protection  or  management  inten- 
sity of  that  resource  to  those  maximizing  use,  protection  or  management  intensity. 

The  RCL's  that  fall  between  the  minimum  and  maximum  RCL's  should  be  logical  levels 
or  ranges  of  levels  of  use,  production  or  management.   No  definition  has  been 
specifically  identified  for  these  intermediate  levels,  but  they  should  be  clear 
steps  between  the  minimum  and  maximum  RCL's. 

A  worksheet  has  been  developed  for  use  in  preparing  the  capability  analysis.   A 
worksheet  will  be  filled  out  for  each  RCL  in  each  RMU.   If  a  resource  is  not 
represented  in  an  RMU,  such  as  timber  in  the  McCallum  Unit,  just  fill  out  one 
worksheet  and  so  state  that  there  are  no  forest  lands  or  timber  resources  in  the 
unit. 

Specific  guidance  for  filling  out  the  worksheet  are  as  follows  (refer  to  attached 
example  also): 

Resource  -  identify  specific  resource  by  accepted  name  i.e.,  wildlife,  minerals  etc. 

Prepared  by  -  identify  responsible  author. 

RCL  //  -  identify  the  number  of  the  resource  capability  level.   Express  as  a  number 

out  of  a  total  number  i.e.,  1  of  4.   The  first  level  should  be  the  existing  or 

present  level,  the  second  should  be  the  maximum  or  highest  level  and  the  last 

should  be  the  minimum  or  lower  level. 
RJ-flJ  9   -  identify  the  resource  management  unit  by  number  and  name  i.e.,  #1  -  Laramie 

River. 
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Apperdix  "K"  part  3  (cont.) 

Description  of  Resource  Capability  Level 

Briefly  and  clearly  identify  the  capability  level,  referencing  geographic  areas 
where  possible  and  quantify  each  RCL  using  consistant  units  for  each  (acres, 
miles,  tons,  etc.).   The  best  way  to  express  the  RCL's  is  by  levels  of 
production,  use  and/or  management  intensity. 

a.  ■  Management  Practices  to  be  Employed 

Briefly  describe  the  significant  management  practices  that  will  be  necessary 
to  achieve  the  RCL.   Include  the  what,  when,  where  and  how  i.e.,  clearcuts 
of  40  acres  and  less  will  be  the  favored  harvest  method  in  stands  that  are 
mature,  overmature,  diseased  or  insect  infested. 

b .  Support  and  Coordination  Needs 

In-House 

What  should  be  done  within  the  BLM  to  acheive  the  RCL  stated.   Support 

needs  may  be  access,  land  acquisition,  fire  management  or  control  etc.   The 

IDT  memeber  whose  support  you  will  require  must  be  made  aware  of  your  needs. 

He  or  she  will  then  try  to  include  your  needs  in  his  or  her  planning 

responsibility. 

Other 

What  support  or  coordination  will  be  needed  from  other  agencies,  governing 

bodies  or  individuals  in  order  to  achieve  the  stated  RCL.   This  may  include 

cooperative  agreements,  memo  of  understanding,  easements,  R/W's,  exchanges, 

etc. 

Issues  Addressed 

Refer  back  to  the  planning  criteria  and  identify  which  issues  the  stated  RCL 

is  addressing.   Specific  resource  issues  should  be  resolved  in  at  least  one  RCL. 

Rationale 

This   section  should  justify   the   stated  RCL.      It  may   include   social   or  economic 
reasons,    site   potential,    consistency  with   other  land  use   plans,    meets   or 
exceeds  BLM  state   or  national   goals,    results   of   inventories   etc.      The  better 
the   rationale   the  better   the   chances    during   conflict   resolution. 

General   Comments 


Use   this   section    to   add  anything  you  feel   significant  or   too   elaborate   on  any 
of    the  previous   sections.      Indicate   the   relative   costs    to   implement   this   RCL 
in   comparison    to    the   other   RCL's   you   identified   for    the   RMU   i.e.,    high,    moderate 
or  low   cost. 
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KREMMLING   RMP 
CAPABILITY  ANALYSIS  WORKSHEET 


source 


Prepared  by 


RCL   # 

RMU    // 


1.      Description  of   Resource  Capability  Level    (RCL) 


a.      Management   Practices    to  be  Employed 


b.      Support   and   Coordination  Needs 
In-House 


Other 
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Appendix  "K"   Part  3  (cont.)' 


identified  through  a  process  called  Priority  Use  Zoning  (PUZ)  which  is 
described,  step  by  step,  below. 

B,   Identifying  Priority  Use  Zones 

In  the  capability  analysis,  the  resource  specialists  examine  the 
inventory  and  describe  several  potential  resource  capability  levels  for 
each  resource  for  each  Resource  Management  Unit  (RMU--geographic  sub- 
unit  of  the  planning  area).  Additionally,  certain  areas  are  either 
unique,  significant,  or  unusually  suited  for  development,  management, 
or  use  of  a  particular  resource.  These  may  be  archaeological  or  historic 
sites,  critical  winter  range,  or  strutting  grounds  for  wildlife,  easily 
accessible  and  economically  viable  mineral  deposits  or  spring  grazing 
lands  for  cattle.  These  areas  are  called  "Priority  Use  Zones"  for 
planning  purposes,  and  can  be  mapped  by  each  specialist.  Several  levels 
of  priority  can  be  assigned  to  a  resource  if  necessary.  The  accompanying 
maps  (Attachment  A)  show  high  priority  use  zones  and  secondary  priority 
use  zones  for  several  resources  in  a  portion  of  the  KRA. 

Each  resource  will  define  what  is  high  or  secondary  priority  dif- 
ferently since  there  is  no  "common  denominator"  for  defining  priority 
use  zones.  In  developing  the  accompanying  maps  for  a  purely  hypothetical 
(but  realistic)  situation,  the  following  definitions  were  used: 

1.  Wilderness  =  Wilderness  Study  Areas  were  considered  high 
priority. 

2.  Range  =  Spring  use  areas  were  identified  as  high  priority; 
fall  use  areas  were  identified  as  secondary. 


3.  Wildlife  =  Sage  grouse  strutting  grounds  and  golden  eagle 
nests  are  identified  as  high  priority;  "critical"  big  game 
winter  range  is  identified  as  high  priority  (that  range  with- 
out which  the  herd  would  perish),  and  winter  range  is 
identified  as  secondary  priority.   Known  TSE  plant  habitat 

is  identified  as  high  priority  as  is  critical  game  fish  habitat 

4.  Minerals  =  Areas  where  minerals  could  be  economically  ex- 
tracted at  current  market  prices  and  technology  are  high 
priority;  areas  that  could  be  economically  mined  given 
reasonable  changes  in  the  market  price  or  forseeable  tech- 
nological advances  are  secondary. 

5.  Recreation  =  River  segments  currently  used  heavily  by  float- 
boaters  are  identified  as  high  priority  for  that  activity; 
areas  currently  used  by  ORVs  and  that  are   suited  for  ORV 

use  are  identified  as  high  priority,  additional  areas  suitable 
for  ORV  use  are  identified  as  secondary;  the  most  popular 
and  successful  fishing  and  big  game  hunting  areas  are  ident- 
ified as  secondary  priority,  although  pockets  of  high  priority 
areas  probably  exist  within  these  zones. 
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5.   Visual  Resources  =  Potential  Class  I  areas  are  shown  as  high 
priority;  Class  II  areas  are  shown  as  secondary.  . 

7.   Cultural  Resources  =  Known  historic  and  archaeological  sites 
are  identified,  as  high  priority;  additionally,  an  area  of 
high  concentration  of  archaeological  sites  has  been  identified 

as  a  high  priority  management  area,  and  an  area  of  high 
potential  for  archaeological  sites  is  shown  as  secondary. 

8-   EPX£S_t_ry_  =  Areas  of  known  economically  recoverable  timber 

products  is  shown  as  high  priority  for  three  different  forest 
communities  (Aspen,  Lodgepole  pine,  and  pinyon  juniper),  areas 
with  potential  for  timber  production  are  shown  as  secondary. 

These  classifications  are  only  explanatory  for  the  example  shown. 
They  are   by  no  means  absolute,  and  the  definitions  can  (and  should)  be 
modified  to  fit  the  resources  and  conditions  particular  to  each  individual 
planning  area.  This  flexibility  permits  the  priority  use  zoning  system 
to  be  universally  applicable  to  all  Resource  Areas. 

Note  that  some  of  the  Resource  activities  are  described  as  "priority 
management"  rather  than  "use"  areas  (e.g.  Cultural  and  Visual  Resources). 
This  acknowledges  the  idea  that  many  resources  can  not  be  described  in 
terms  of  use  or  production,  and  that  we  are  zoning  not  only  for  land  use 
but  for  resource  management  as  well. 
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©  =  Oil  and  Gas 

=  Uranium 
(3)  =  S.ind  r.nd   Travel 

i :  L  )',h  F  v :  c  r  i  C  y  Use  X  o  n  e. 
I  j  -  Secondary  Prlnrlty  Use  Zone 
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Alternatives  Selected 

(See  pages  4  &  5  for  Alternatives  Selected) 


Alternatives  for  managing  the  public 
lands  in  the  Kremmling  Resource  Area 
have  been  developed.  The  planning  pro- 
cess is  on  schedule  and  in  January  of 
1983  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EJS)  will  be  published  on  the 
Kremmiing  Resource  Management 
Plan.  The  statement  will  analyze  six 
alternative  land  use  plans  for  the  public 
lands  of  the  Kremmling  Resource  Area. 
The  public  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
read  the  statement  and  comment  on  it 
before  Bureau  management  chooses 
one  of  the  six  alternatives,  some  combi- 
nation, or  even  a  modification  of  the 
alternatives  as  the  final  Resource  Man- 
agement Plan. 

Developing  these  alternatives  was  one 
of  the  most  important  steps  in  the  plan- 
ning process  and  public  opinion  was  of 
crucial  importance.  The  alternatives 
had  their  beginnings  in  public  meetings 
held  in  March  of  1980.  Over  fifty  major 
issues  were  raised  about  the  manage- 
ment of  the  public  lands  in  the  resource 
area.  These  issues  were  published  in  a 
previous  addition  of  this  newsletter  and 
they  ranged  from  hopes  for  the  future  to 
concerns  about  deterioration  of  the 
public  lands. 


An  extensive  inventory  was  made  of  the 
public  lands  to  gather  information.  Of 
course,  raw  data  doesn't  make  a  land 
use  plan  so  the  planning  team  used  the 
inventory  data  with  the  issues  as  a  basis 
for  constructing  alternative  land  use 
plans  that  would  be  responsive  to  the 
public's  and  the  Bureau's  concerns. 

Each  alternative  land  use  plan  emphas- 
izes some  resources  over  others.  This 
reflects  the  variety  in  the  public  issues, 
which  were  not  always  compatible.  For 
instance,  the  desire  for  additional  min- 
ing might,  in  some  cases,  interfere  with 
the  desire  for  preserving  a  scenic  lands- 
cape; recreation  might  interfere  with 
some  cattle  grazing.  The  alternatives 
reflect  these  conflicts. 

Each  alternative  will  be  described  in  nar- 
rative form  and  visually  depicted  on  a 
map.  The  narratives  will  describe: 

1.  The  management  inten- 
sity that  will  be  applied  to 
each  resource. 

2.  The  types  of  land  that 
are  suitable  or  unsuitable 
for  development  or  use. 
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3.  The  types  of  mitigation 
that  must  be  imposed  to 
protect  or  maintain 
resource  values  and/or  to 
achieve  compatibility 
between  competing  re- 
sources. 

4.  The  types  of  manage- 
ment actions  that  are  most 
likely  to  occur. 

5.  The  types  of  support 
actions  necessary  to  imple- 
ment the  alternative.  Sup- 
port from  within  the 
Bureau,  other  Federal  agen- 
cies, State  and  local  govern- 
ments and  the  public. 

The  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
will  give  a  comprehensive  picture  of  the 
consequences  of  each  alternative  and 
each  reader  may  make  their  own  judge- 
ment about  resolving  these  land  use 
conflicts.  The  Public's  role  in  the  assess- 
ment of  these  alternatives  will  be  impor- 
tant in  two  ways.  First,  the  Bureau 
needs  to  know  what  the  public's  opinion 
(continued  on  page  3) 
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Harold    Belisle,    Kremmling        Lee     Carle,     Craig    District       Terry  Plummer,  Associate  Dis« 


Resource  Area  Manager 

An  entirely  new  BLM  management 
team  has  come  on  board  since  the  publi- 
cation of  our  last  newsletter.  These  men 
will  be  studying  the  Kremmling 
Resource  Management.Plan  and  Envir- 
onmental Impact  Statement.  Ultimately 
they  wiil  make  the  decisions  about  land 
use  in  the  Kremmling  Resource  Area. 

Harold  Belisle  became  the  Resource 
Area  Manager  in  August,  1981.  He  has  a 


Manager  .     . 

Master  of  Science  degree  in  Park 
Administration  and  six  years  of  service 
with  the  BLM  and  two  years  service 
with  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation. 

Harold  was  appointed  by  Lee  Carie, 
who  has  been  the  Craig  District  Man- 
ager since  March  1981.  Craig  District 
covers  three  resource  areas  and  3 2  mil- 
lion acres.  Mr.  Carie  has  spent  19  years 
with  the  Bureau  and  has  a  Bachelor  of 


iricf  Manager 

Science  in  Geology. 

Terry  Plummer  has  been  the  Associate 
District  Manager  since  March  of  1982. 
Mr.  Plummer 's  twelve  years  of  public 
service  began  with  two  years  of  service 
with  the  Peace  Corps  in  Ghiana,  West 
Africa.  He  has  Bachelor  degrees  in 
Range  Management  and  Wildlife 
Management. 
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Recent  archaeological  discoveries 
made  in  Grand  County  at  the  Windy 
Gap  dam,  reservoir  and  pipeline  project 
may  change  our  view  of  Indian  begin- 
nings in  the  new  world.  An  archaeologi- 
cal consulting  firm  was  employed  by  the 
Northern  Colorado  Water  Conserva- 
tion District  to  monitor  construction 
impacts  to  archaeological  sites  on  pro- 
ject lands.  Archaeological  or  historical 
protection  is  required  on  all  projects  on 
Federal  lands  or  which  use  Federal 
money. 

The  consultants  made  an  initial  discov- 
ery of  fire-hardened  clay  and  fire- 
charred  material  which  could  mean  that 
Indians  were  building  adobe-like  houses 
2. 


at  a  time  archaeologists  thought  they 
were  living  strictly  in  rock  shelters, 
caves  or  wickiups.  If  this  proves  to  be 
true  it  will  mean  that  Indians  had  a  more 
settled  life  style  and  higher  technology 
at  a  much  earlier  age  than  previously 
thought. 

A  site  on  nearby  lands  administered  by 
the  Northwest  Colorado  Water  Con- 
servancy District  may  yield  more  infor- 
mation. The  BLM  site  yielded  carbon  14 
dates  of  6,000  years  before  the  present. 
The  Water  District's  site  is  not  so  old 
(4,000  years  before  the  present),  but  it  is 
more  varied.  Both  sites,  but  especially 
the  Water  District's  site,  have  evidence 
of  fire-hardened  clay  used  to  reinforce 


building  walls.  Although  these  buildings 
were  crude  by  modern  standards,  the 
dates  for  them  are  two  thousand  years 
older  than  previously  known  for  any 
kind  of  construction  with  deliberately 
hardened  clay. 

The  Water  District  is  funding  an  exca- 
vation by  Western  Cultural  Resource 
Management,  Inc.,  the  consultants  who 
made  the  discovery,  in  the  hope  of 
determining  the  exact  function  of  the 
hardened  clay  features.  The  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  is  the  lead  Federal  agency 
for  the  Windy  Gap  project  and  it  is  pro- 
viding additional  funds  for  excavation. 
The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  a 
cooperating  agency. 
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Pumphouse  Rec.  Area  on  a  summer  weekend  morning. 


River  Use 
Down  Slightly 
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Final  figures  for  the  1981  season  show 
that  float-boating  use  on  the  upper 
Colorado  River  below  Gore  Canyon 
(SW  of  Kremmling)  and  Dotsero  was 
own  about  6".,  from  1980.  Some  42.000 
r  days  were  recorded  on  the  60  mile 
'etch  of  river.  Approximately  83"..  of 
the  use  originated  on  the  upper  14  miles 
of  the  river  in  the  Kremmling  Resource 
Area. 


The  drop  in  use  is  attributed  to  low 
water  conditions  in  June  and  July 
before  the  reservoirs  or  the  tributaries 
started  releasing  water  for  the  irrigation 
season.  In  a  normal  run-off  year  (which 
is  expected  for  1982),  some  45.000  use 
days  are  anticipated  to  occur  on  the 
river. 

Forty-four  outfitters  were  permitted  to 
use  public  lands  for  commercial  float  - 
boating  operations  during  1981.  Private 
parties  are  not  required  to  obtain  a  per- 
mit. Commercial  use  accounts  for 
approximately  70''.  of  the  total  use.  A 
study  done  in  1980  estimated  the  gross 
receipts  for  commercial  outfitters  on 
the  upper  Colorado  River  to  be 
$904,000.  The  study  also  estimated  that 
this  segment  of  the  Colorado  River 
^counts  for  19"..  of  the  floatboating 
lendilurcs,  both  direct  and  indirect 
Colorado.  This  would  amount  to 
approximately  $4.5  million  being  spent 
related  to  floating  the  upper  Colorado 
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River.  Development  of  the  Pumphouse 
Recreation  Area,  the  major  put-in  point 
for  the  upper  stretch,  was  completed  in 
1981.  The  Kremmling  Resource  Area  in 
Conjunction  with  the  Glenwood  Spring 
Resource  Area  is  preparing  a  manage- 
ment plan  for  the  river  corridor  which 
will  implement  the  RMP  decisions  and 
set  the  directives  for  future  manage- 
ment of  the  corrider. 


Alternatives     Selected 
from  page  1 

is  and  take  that  into  account  before  a 
final  decision  is  made.  Second  the  pub- 
lic can  play  a  role  in  making  sure  that  the 
alternatives  covered  every  issue.  The 
planning  team  will  make  every  effort  to 
write  a  complete  report  but  the  public 
may  discover  information  that  was 
overlooked. 

After  the  statement  has'  been  written 
and  the  public  comment  has  been 
made,  a  Resource  Management  Plan 
will  be  issued  based  upon  the  alterna- 
tives given  in  the  statement.  The  hard 
decision  of  selecting  an  alternative  will 
fall  on  the  Bureau  management  team.  It 
will  be  their  task  to  make  the  fairest 
possible  decision  for  land  use  in  the 
Kremmling  Resource  Area.  Whatever 
that  decision  will  be,  it  will  be  based 
upon  the  public's  concern  and  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  Federal  Land  Management 
and  Poiicy  Act,  which  requires  the 
Bureau  to  manage  the  public  lands  for 
multiple  use  and  sustained  yield. 
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Attention  Ranchers 

Our  range  .inventory  is  complete  and ' 
the  public  is  invited  to  review  the 
results.  During  the  summer  of  1980,  an 
extensive  inventory  of  the  rangelands 
was  conducted  in  the  Kremmling 
Resource  Area  to  measure  the  available 
forage  supply  so  that  proper  livestock 
and  wildlife  stocking  levels  could  be 
determined. 

Since  the  completion  of  the  actual  on 
the  ground  data  gathering,  BLM  per- 
sonnel have  been  verifying,  compiling 
and  analyzing  the  data  collected  to 
make  preliminary  forage  allocations  for 
livestock  and  wildlife  on  each  grazing 
allotment.  This  information  is  available 
and  we  invite  any  interested  parties  to 
contact  the  Kremmling  Resource  Area 
where  personnel  are  available  to  answer 
questions  concerning  the  inventory 
data. 


^.i". <<*,  v  -^ 


If- 


V*1  *-?     m 

,W — -  U        vi  -rC.    fW 


83 


AflftcgffDDaiilnwgs  (FoDir 


DDlUMI 


00 


1.  No  Action  Alternative 

OBJECTIVE  -  Continue  present  management, 
with  some  modifications 

RATIONALE  •  Show  the  consequences  ol  continu- 
ing present  management  and  serve  as  a  baseline 
(or  comparing  other  alternatives. 


2.  Energy  and  Mineral 
Alternatives 


OBJECTIVE  •  Emphasize  the  exploration,  devel- 
opment and  transportation  of  energy  and  other 
criiic.il  mineral  resources  on  Federal  lands  within 
the  Kremmling  Resource  Area. 
•  EiK'i'ijv  Resources,  critical  minerals,  rights-of-way 
and  other  support  actions  will  be  favored. 
RATIONALE  •  I  lelp  meet  nationwide  demands  for 
energy  and  critical  minerals. 


3c  Economic  Benefit 
Alternative 
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6o  Natural  Environment 
Alternative 

OBJECTIVE  -  Emphasize  the  protection  and 
enhancement  of  the  natural  environment  wuhin 
the  Kremmling  Resource  Area. 
-  Favor  management  practices  and  users  that  ck< 
not  detract  from  the  natural  selling. 
RATIONALE  •  Maintain  the  natural  eiwironmeni 
as  an  integral  part  of  the  regional  setting  ior  tin 
enjoyment  and  use  of  future  generations. 


5c  Recreation  Alternative 

OBJECTIVE  -  Emphasize  the  provision  and  man- 
agement of  recreational  opportunities  and  she 
availability  of  public  lands  to  meet  recreational 
needs  with  the  Kremmling  Resource  Area. 
RATIONALE  -  Provide  for  Ihe  recrealional  needs 
of  a  growing  regional  population  that  has  more  free 
time  and  is  seeking  recreation  opportunities  closer 
to  home.  The  public  lands  in  the  Kremmling 
Resource  Area  are  the  subject  of  growing  interest 
and  demand  as  other  public  lands  in  the  region 
become  overcrowded. 
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OBJECTIVE  •  Emphasize  the  production  and  flow 

of  goods  and  services  from  Federal  lands. 

-  Maximize  the  production  of  all  resources  and 

activiiies  that  benefit  the  local/regional  economy. 

Encourage  the  maximum  feasible  diversification  of 

the  local  region  >!  economy. 

RATIONALE  Expand     the     local/regional 

economy 


4.  Renewable  Resource 
Alternative 

OBJECTIVE  -  Emphasize  production,  manage- 
ment and  use  of  renewable  resources  on  public 
lands  in  the  Kremmling  Resource  Area. 
RATIONALE  ■  Maximize  sustained  yield  of  renew- 
able goods  and  services  from  public  lands  to  meet 
local,  regional  and  national  needs. 


-     Mitt 
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Typical  Jackson  County  Rangeland  underlain  by  coal. 

Cesil  MIialsaQ  Update 


and§    Unsuitable 
for  Surface  Misting 


The  Kremmling  planning  team  assessed  fed- 
eral coal  lands  in  Jackson  County,  Colorado  to 
identify  what  lands  were  unsuitable  for  coal 
leasing  for  surface  mining.  The  assessment 
included  109,000  acres  of  which  7,400  acres  or 
6.7%  of  the  total  were  determined  to  be 
unsuitable  for  surface  mining.  The  main 
reasons  for  declaring  Sands  unsuitable  were:  1) 
to  protect  habitat  for  endangered  plants  and 
animals,  2)  to  protect  other  important  wildlife 
sites  such  as  hawk  and  eagle  nest  sites  and,  3) 
to  protect  lands  producing  a  hay  crop  (alluvial 
valley  floors).  The  completed  unsuitability 
report  is  available  for  review  at  the  Kremmling 
Area  Office.  «* 
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Surface  Owner 
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Surface  owners  of  lands  with  federal  coal 
deposits  in  Jackson  County  were  consulted  to 
express  their  preferences  either  for  or  against 
surface  mining  on  their  property.  Fifty  two 
owners  were  notified.  A  majority,  68%  of  the 
owners  were  in  favor  or  unconcerned  about 
surface  mining  while  32%  were  opposed.  The 
main  concerns  expressed  against  surface 
mining  were  the  conflict  between  mining  and 
ranching,  the  danger  to  water  quality  and  the 
way  it  can  detract  from  the  natural  setting. 
Those  against  surface  mining  were  spread 
throughout  the  County. 

Since  there  were  no  significant  grouping  of 
opposed  owners  located  in  any  one  particular 
area,  no  area  will  be  excluded  from 
consideration  for  future  leasing  during  the  RMP 
process  solely  on  owner  opposition.  However, 
if  private  lands  should  be  recommended 
suitable  for  future  coal  after  the  plan  is 
completed,  the  owner  will  be  again  contacted 
for  their  consent  to  lease.  If  they  are  against 
leasing  at  this  time,  the  Bureau  will  not  offer 
those  lands  for  lease. 
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Alternative  Workshop 

he  next  required  public  review 
in  January,  1983,  when  the 
draft  plan  and  environmental 
impact  statement  is  made 
available. 

However,  a  workshop  will  be 
conducted  on  the  alternatives  if 
sufficient  public  support  for  one 
is  expressed.  The  workshop  will 
identify  and  explain  the  alterna- 
tives and  the  process  by  which 
they  were  formulated. 

If  you  are  interested  in  a  work- 
shop (to  be  held  sometime 
between  mid-May  and  mid-June) 
please  address  your  request  to 
BLM,  P.O.  Box  68,  Kremmling, 
Colorado  80459  and  state  a  pre- 
ferred date  and  place,  either 
Denver,  Kremmling  or  Waiden, 
Colorado. 

If  a  sufficient  response  is 
received,  you  will  be  notified  as 
the  time  and  location  of  the 


Planning  Schedule 

May-June  1982 Alternative  workshop  (If  requested) 

June  1982 Draft  Alternatives  completed 

August  1982 Impact  analysis  and 

comparison  of  alternatives  completed 

Sept.  1982 Selection  of  Preferred  Alternative 

Jan.  1983 Publish  Draft  Plan  and 

Environmental  Impact  Statement 


This  is  the  third  issue  of  RMP  Update  to  be  published  at  ieast  twice  a  year. 
The  newsletter  is  an  effort  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  ro  keep 
the  public  better  informed  about  activities  in  the  Kremmling  Resource 
Area,  Colorado.  RMP  Update  is  mailed  free  to  all  interested  individuals 
and  organizations.  You  will  be  included  on  the  mailing  list  by  contacting 
Kenneth  Morgan,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Craig  District  Office, P.O. 
Box  248,  Craig,  Colorado  81626.  telephone  (303)  824-3417.  All  materials 
contained  in  RMP  Update  may  be  reproduced  or  reprinted  without 
permission. 
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I.  Procedures  far  Writing  the  Environmental  Consequences 

1.  Start  by  completing  the  Hoag  worksheets  for  your  affected  envir- 
onmental elements,  for  the  No  Action  Alternative  (baseline). 

Use  the  RMP-1  tables  to  help  you  do  this.  If  you  need  more  space, 
attach  continuation  sheets  to  describe  necessary  additions. 

2.  Fill  out  form  RMP-2  using  the  Hoag  worksheets  as  an  aid.  Summarize 
total  impacts  on  all  elements  and  subelements  of  your  affected 
resource,  that  you  consider  important.  Rank  the  impacts  in  order 
of  their  significance.  You  will  have  an  outline  for  your  narrative 
on  your  completed  RMP-2. 

3.  For  each  alternative,  starting  with  the  No  Action  Alternative, 
write  a  narrative  describing  the  specific  impacts  on  your  affected 
resource.  Use  the  single  sentence  summaries  from  form  RMP-2  as 
introductions  for  individual  elements  in  your  discussion.  Discuss 
the  most  important  impacts  first,  describing  them  in  the  most  detail, 
Since  narratives  for  the  other  alternatives  must  discuss  only  the 
differences  in  the  impacts  between  the  particular  alternatives  being 
addressed,  the  impact  analysis  for  the  No  Action  Alternative  needs 

to  be  detailed  and  complete  and  yet  concise  as  possible. 

II.  General  Instructions  for  Writing  the  Environmental  Consequences 

Attached  is  information  to  guide  you  in  writing  the  environmental  conse- 
quences section.   Keep  the  following  items  in  mind: 

1.  Stess  the  most  important  impacts  to  your  resource. 

2.  Be  sure  to  check  for  cumulative  impacts  from  other  resource  manage- 
ment activities.  This  is  the  place  to  identify  them.  "  (Use  RMP-1) 

3.  Assume  standard  mitigation  to  be  in  effect,  and  identify  special 
mitigation  if, needed.  If  you  identify  special  mitigation,  keep  a 
separate  list  of  all  of  it. 

4.  Write  a  short  separate  section  for  each  of  the  special  sections 
identified  on  page  4-4  of  the  EA  writers  guide  (copy  attached). 

5.  Write  your  section  double  spaced,  and  start  each  special  section 
from  item  4  on  a  new  sheet  of  paper. 

6.  Your  analysis  should  not  be  encyclopedic,  but  should  compare  impacts 
of  the  various  alternatives,  identify  what  the  impacts  are  and  how 
important  they  are.  If  you  identify  a  significant  impact,  say  why 
it  is  important.  Attached  is  a  handout  which  identifies  10  ways  to 
describe  significance. 

7.  Date  each  section  you  write,  so  as  sections  are  changed  you  can 
identify  the  latest  draft. 
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Appendix  "K",  Part  5  (cont'd) 


8.   If  a  lengthy,  detailed,  technical  analysis  is  required  for 
your  section,  write  a  background  report,  showing  the  needed 
technical  information.  Your  narrative  should  summarize  the 
background  report  and  reference '  it,  rather  than  presenting 
large  amounts  of  technical  information  and  raw. data. 

If  you  have  any  questions  ask  Tom  Manabe  or  Greg  Goodenow. 

7//  f  /?';■-■ 
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Appendix  "K",  Part  5  (cont'd) 


EXAMPLE 


Forestry  practices  include  a  multitude  of  activities  including  - 
clear  cut,  partial  cut,  thinning,  overstory  removal,  spraying, 
burning,  sanitation,  planting,  seeding.   Each  of  these  activities 
include  specific  surface  disturbing  practices  including  removal  of 
vegetation,  roads,  erosion  control  systems,  harvesting,  piling, 
skidding,  loading,  hauling,  clean-up,  scarification,  seeding,  burning 
and  planting  etc.   These  practices  are  designated  "Change  Agents"  in 
the  accompanying  form. 

Take  each  "Change  Agent"  and  list  all  aspects  of  surface  disturbances 
in  order  of  occurrence.   Do  not  include  actions  such  as  Layout  and 
Sale  or  Administration  which  do  not  in  itself  have  surface  disturbing 
aspects.   Fill  out  the  "A.  Change  Agent"  only.   Return  all  completed 
forms  to  Tom  Manabe  prior  to  February  22-23  Training  Session. 
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Appendix  "K", 

Part  5  (cont'd) 

ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  WORKSHEET 

Purpose: 

■ 

Shows  what  impacts  were  considered  for  analysis.   Think  about 
direct  or  indirect  impacts.   CYA  and  BLM's  too.   Use  footnote 
reference  specific  information. 

any 
to 

Instructions : 

• 

Estimate  changes  -  causes  and  effects. 
Include  resource  production  levels  as 
Fill  out  A.  Change  Agents.   Fill  out  B 
to  Tom  when  done. 

Quantify  if  possible, 
well  as  environmental  impacts. 
for  other  activities.   Return 

Definitions: 

Probability  -  Chance  of  occurrence  of 

estimated  quanitity. 

Activity  -  e.g.  Forestry,  Recreation, 
groups  such  as  Coal,  O&G,  locatables 

Minerals  may  necessitate  sub- 
etc. 

Affected  Resource  -  Part  B  of  analysis 
analyzed  per  activity. 

Respective  Resource  to  be 

Change  Agent  -  Cause  of  an  environmental  consequence,  action  changing 
the  natural  environment. 

Increase/Decrease  -  Effect  of  change  on  indicator,  increase  or  decrease. 
Does  not  mean  "adverse"/"benef icial",  no  change  (NC)  is  viable  also. 

Indicator  -  Element  of  the  natural  environment  effected  by  change  agent. 

Natural  Environment  -  Conditions,  including  trends,  in  the  environment 
before  a  proposed  action  or  activity  is  implemented. 

Context  -  Including 

Duration  -  How  long  change  lasts. 

Relative  Importance  -  Why  change  is  important. 


*  IfcVtt" 


91 


A.  ACTIVITY:  _____ 

B.  AFFECTED  RESOURCE: 


ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSl'QUKNCUS 
RMP  1 


Change  Agent 
(Impacts) 


Indicator 
(Changes) 


Quantity 


Change 
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Duration   Context 
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Recource 
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economic  benefit 
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ALTERNATIVES 
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NO  ACTION' 


AFFECTED    RESOURCE 
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Headwaters  RMP,  Butte  District,  Montana 

A.   Preplanning 

1.  Identifying  the  Ma.ior  Driving  Programs 

The  initial  decision  to  develop  a  full-blown  RMP/EIS  for  the 
Headwaters  Resource  Area  was  based  on  three  major  program  needs: 

A.  The  need  to  comply  with  the  NRDC  grazing  lawsuit; 

B.  The  need  to  comply  with  the  BLM's  wilderness  study  requirements; 

C.  The  need  to  update,  revise,  and  consolidate  all  or  parts  of 
eleven  MFPs  inherited  from  other  Resource  Areas  when  the 
Headwaters  Resource  Area  was  established  in  1976  (during  BLM 
reorganization  in  Montana) . 

This  "step"  was  handled  informally  and  internally,  involving  the  DM, 
ADM,  AM,  and  a  few  key  staff  from  the  District  and  State  Offices. 
The  alternative  of  amending/updating  MFPs  individually  was 
considered  but  dismissed  due  to  the  number  and  variability  of  the 
MFPs  involved. 

RETROSPECT:   The  "step"  doesn't  exactly  show  up  anywhere  in  the 
regulations  or  manual,  but  it  does  serve  an  important  purpose  -  it 
allows  us  to  consciously  select  our  plan  "type"  (maintenence, 
amendment,  revision,  etc.).  Careful  application  of  the  "If  it's 
not  broken,  don't  fix  it"  philosophy  at  this  point  could  result  in 
major  savings  of  time,  effort,  and  dollars  later. 

2.  Completing  the  Preplanning  Analysis 

The  Headwaters  PPA  was  conducted  after  inventories  had  started  (for 
MFP  revisions),  but  early  enough  to  modify  inventories  to  focus  on 
major  issues.  The  Public  Participation  Plan  (PPA)  exercise  was  a 

crash  effort  with  mass  participation definitely  not  the  product  of 

one  or  two  people.  The  PPA  was  initiated  after  "tentative"  issues 
had  been  identified  by  management,  staff,  and  public.  For  all 
practical  purposes,  our  PPA  document  is  the  same  as  our  Action  Plan, 
being  issue-oriented  and  focusing  on  inventory  needs,  due  dates, 
roles  and  responsibilities,  manpower  and  finding  needs,  etc. 
Examples  of  two  forms  we  found  useful  for  organizing  the  PPA  are 
enclosed  ("H"-l,  2). 

The  overall  content  of  our  PPA/Action  Plan  was  organized  within  the 
following  headings  -  process  overview  and  flow  diagram;  PPA; 
tentative  alternatives;  public  participation  plan;  NOI;  guidance 
needed;  schedule;  organization  and  staffing  needs;  quality  control; 
State  Office  guidance;  training  needs. 

RETROSPECT:  The  preplanning  analysis,  like  all  products  of  the 
various  planning  steps,  should  be  viewed  as  flexible,  with  most  of 
the  effort  being  directed  toward  estimating  "next  year's  needs"  (as 
opposed  to  trying  to  determine  everything  that  could  conceivably  be 
needed  during  the  life  of  the  product) . 
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3.  Preparing  the  Public  Participation  Plan  (PPA) 

Because  of  the  "average"  level  of  public  interest  anticipated  for 
the  RMP,  the  public  participation  plan  was  developed  with  the  simple 
goal  of  achieving  compliance  with  NEPA,  CEQ  regulations,  and  the 
planning  regulations.  Public  involvement  dates  were  determined  by 
the  overall  schedule  required  to  meet  our  FY83  due  date  for 
completion.  It  was  the  primary  responsibility  of  the  District 
Office  public  information  specialist  to  draft  the  public 
participation  plan  concurrent  with  the  preplanning  analysis. 

The  wilderness  study  requirements  for  public  review  were 
incorporated  into  the  overall  RMP  public  participation  plan. 

This  step  was  also  used  to  identify  target  publics  (including  other 
agencies,  and  to  develop  a  first  approximation  of  the  Headwaters 
mailing  list. 

Our  complete  public  participation  plan  (excluding  mailing  list)  was 
six  pages  long,  including  a  "recap"  of  previous  public  involvement 
relevant  to  the  RMP  effort.  An  example  is  enclosed  ("H"-3). 

4.  Preparing  the  Notice  of  Intent  (NOP 

The  NOI  was  published  following  completion  of  the  preplanning 
analysis.  It  referred  to  both  the  RMP  and  EIS,  and  indicated  (in 
very  general  terms)  the  nature  of  major  issues  anticipated.  An 
example  is  enclosed  ("H"-4). 

RETROSPECTS  We  would  not  recommend  (as  a  first  step)  sending  to  the 
public  a  lengthy,  detailed  list  of  "tentative  issues"  or 
"preliminary  alternatives,"  as  this  tends  to  legitimize 
issues/alternatives  which  were  not  thoroughly  thought  out  in  the 
first  place,  and  which  may  tend  to  become  "set  in  concrete"  unless 
the  public  strongly  objects  to  their  inclusion  (which  is  unlikely, 
based  on  our  experience).  Better  to  simply  define  (in  layman's 
terms)  what  issues  and  alternatives  are,  then  ask  for  ideas. 

B.   Planning  Actions 

1.  Identifying.  Screening,  Determining  Significance  of  Issues 

Issues  were  initially  "nominated"  by  a  special  citizen  consulting 
group  working  with  the  DM  and  AM,  and  by  resource  area  staff. 
Twenty-four  were  identified  as  tentative  issues,  then  published  for 
general  public  review.  Few  comments  were  received.   The  issues 
were  then  critically  screened  by  the  AM  and  core  team  to  assure  that 
they  were  allocative,  individually  significant  (i.e.,  in  some  cases 
"insignificant"  issues  were  dropped,  or  similar  issues  were 
combined/redefined  to  form  a  single  highly  significant  issue),  and 
not  adequately  addressed  by  existing  policy  and/or  planning 
guidance.  We  ended  up  with  a  final  list  of  12  issues  which  will  be 
republished  for  public  review  along  with  criteria. 
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Determining  "significance"  was  necessarily  a  subjective  process 
conducted  largely  on  the  basis  of  group  concensus  between  the  AM, 
core  team,  and  steering  committee.  Factors  considered  include  past 
public  interest,  anticipated  future  interest  or  controversy,  and  the 
degree  to  which  issue  resolution  might  result  in  changes  to  current 
land  uses,  resource  allocations,  management  activities,  and 
management  objectives/commitments. 

Most  issues  were  not  Resource  Area-wide.  To  the  extent  possible 
issues  were  tied  to  the  specific  portion(s)  of  the  RA  affected  (see 
enclosed  Issue  Summary,  "H"-5).  Our  reason  for  limiting  the 
geographic  scope  of  issues  is  to  save  work  in  later  planning  steps 
(i.e.,  inventory,  MSA,  formulating  alternatives,  etc.). 

RETROSPECT:  Issues  are  fleeting,  constantly-evolving  concepts. 
Issues  come  and  go,  are  lumped  or  split,  refiend  and  redefined  as 
inventories  proceed,  MSAs  are  written,  team  members  change,  and 
experience  is  gained.  Issue-evolution,  as  opposed  to 
issue-creation,  is  probably  "normal"  and  to  be  encouraged,  provided 
that  everyone  recognizes  the  possible  ramifications  (i.e.,  confused 
team  members,  extra  notices  to  the  public,  changing  MSA  needs, 
etc.) . 

As  a  rule  of  thumb,  more  issues  means  more  work. 

2.  Developing  Planning  Criteria 

We  tried  three  different  approaches.   First,  each  specialist  was 
asked  to  develop  criteria  during  preplanning,  so  as  to  come  up  with 
inventory  needs.  This  was  successful  in  that  it  "got  the  ball 
rolling,"  but  is  also  resulted  in  a  hodgepodge  of  different 
interpretations  of  what  criteria  were  supposed  to  be  and  do 
(definately  not  suitable  for  public  review).  See  Enclosure  "H"-l. 

Later,  after  thoroughly  revising  our  issues  (18  months  after  the 
first  effort),  the  criteria  were  rewritten  using  a  simplified, 
consistent  format  (patterned  after  the  Tanghee  N.F.).  This  approach 
eventually  was  nixed  by  the  core  team  and  management  as  being  too 
general  and  not  going  far  enough  in  resolving  conflicts  (see 
Enclosure  "H"-6). 

The  third  (hopefully  final)  approach  was  developed  by  locking  the 
core  team,  project  manager,  and  AM  in  the  conference  room  for  three 
weeks,  during  which  time  the  entire  package  of  issues,  needed 
decisions,  DM's  concept,  and  criteria  was  reworded  via  group 
concensus.   An  example  of  the  final  issues/criteria  package  is 
enclosed  ("H"-7). 

RETROSPECT:  Developing  planning  criteria  proved  to  be  a  herculean 
task,  with  copious  amounts  of  time  being  spent  in  conceptual 
discussions  and  still  we  lack  total  agreement  on  how  to  present 
planning  criteria  to  the  public  (i.e.,  does  the  public  want  to  deal 
with  a  lengthy  list  of  detailed  criteria,  or  should  they  be  boild 
down  to  something  more  general  and  digestible?).   There  seems  to  be 
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an  almost  infinite  variety  of  approaches  possible  for  developing 
criteria,  and  at  this  point  none  have  obvious  overriding  advantages 
or  disadvantages.  Our  advice  is  to  pick  an  approach  which  "feels 
good"  and  has  some  utility  (i.e.,  use  criteria  as  ticklers,  as 
opportunities  to  resolve  conflicts  early,  and  as  opportunities  to 
eliminate  unneeded  alternatives  and  analysis),  then  get  on  with  the 
rest  of  the  process. 

3.  Inventory  Analysis.  Data  Compilation.  Collection  and  Storage 

Data  is  being  compiled  and  summarized  by  various  specialists  and 
filed  in  "traditional"  locations  -  grazing  files,  RMS  reports, 
etc.;  although  upon  final  completion  of  MSA,  most  data  summaries 
will  be  consolidated  in  one  location.  Map  data  is  being  stored  in 
map  cabinets  on  1: 24, 000  scale  topographic  overlays  and  on  1:100,000 
scale  county  map  overlays. 

Ease  of  updating  will  vary;  in  general,  computerized  data  (SVIM, 
RMAS,  TPCC)  appears  easier  to  update  than  "longhand"  data,  but  more 
experience  is  needed  to  adequately  test  our  capability  here. 

RETROSPECT:   Keeping  inventories  "on  track"  with  issues  and  criteria 
can  be  a  big  job.  It  may  be  advantageous  to  establish  a  "technical 
coordinator"  early  in  the  process  to  provide  the  necessary  direction 
for  inventories  and  data  analysis. 

4.  Analyzing  the  Management  Situation 

In  general,  the  same  specialists  who  conducted  the  inventories  are 
responsiole  for  summarizing  data  and  drafting  MSA  narratives  using 
MSA  criteria  as  "ticklers." 

An  MSA  mock-up  was  prepared  about  midway  through  completion  of  the 
inventory  step.  The  mock-up  consists  of  an  "annotated"  outline, 
including  blank  tables  and  blanks  in  narratives  where  data  will  be 
inserted  as  it  becomes  available.  The  MSA  includes  both  inventory 
summaries  and  conclusions,  and  is  generally  organized  within  the 
following  sections: 

A.  Physical  Profile  (organized  by  resource/environmental  component; 
tied  to  issues,  looks  like  "Description  of  Existing  Environment" 
EIS  chapter). 

B.  Social  and  Economic  Profile  (tied  to  issues) 

C.  Management  Situation 

1.  Description  of  Current  Management  (organized  by  program;  not 
strictly  tied  to  issues;  same  as  "No  Action"  alternative) . 

2.  Implications  of  Current  Management  (organized  by 
resource/environmental  component;  not  strictly  issue-driven; 
same  as  "Environmental  Impacts"  section  for  no  action) . 

3.  Opportunities  and  Needs  (tied  to  issues) 
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RETROSPECT:  The  early  preparation  of  an  MSA  mock-up  is  a  valuable 
exercise  for  re-focusing  attention  on  the  purpose  of  the  RMP 
(resolving  issues),  and  for  re-evaluating  inventory  needs  and 
progress . 


5.  Formulating  Alternative  Plans 

Approach  -  Two  general  objectives  were  kept  in  mind.   One  was  to  consider 
the  most  significant  issues  and  generate  different  answers  or  solutions  to 
questions  posed.  The  other  general  objective  was  to  provide  some  kind  of 
comprehensive  guidance  for  other  resources  activities  not  considered  in 
significant  issue.  Appendix  H-8  (Alternative  Relationships,  Summary, 
enclosed)  was  designed  to  address  the  issues  and  later  in  the  process,  a 
carefully  considered  section  on  management  guidance  common  to  all 
alternatives  was  developed  to  provide  the  additional  comprehensive 
coverage.  The  alternatives  summary  provided  an  early  framework  and  was 
adjusted  along  the  way  to  issues  being  entirely  eliminated  (or  added),  due 
to  changes  in  management  direction  (e.g.  late  developing  MSO  guidance  for 
land  base  adjustment) ,  due  to  MSA  information  becoming  available  and  due 
to  some  lack  of  adequate  inventory  information  being  available.  The 
comprehensive  guidelines  (management  guidelines  common  to  all 
alternatives)  was  developed  by  the  project  manager  sitting  down  on  a  one 
to  one  basis  with  interdisciplinary  team  members  with  the  area  manager  and 
from  comparable  sectors  of  U.S.  Forest  Service  plans.  A  version  of 
"Analysis  Unit"  concept  was  used  for  consideration  of  major  issues.  Under 
this  concept,  alternative  numbers  or  values  were  generated  only  for  those 
portions  of  the  resource  area  where  a  significant  concern  exists.  For  the 
grazing  portion  of  the  RMP,  the  district  managers  concept  provided  that  it 
was  not  necessary  to  consider  a  no  grazing  alternative.  One  issue 
(National  Guard  training)  was  dropped  out  at  a  late  stage  and  completely 
eliminated  from  alternative  consideration.  A  few  alternatives  (e.g. 
sequential  leasing  Rocky  Mountain  Front)  were  discussed  extensively  by  the 
interdisciplinary  team  and  area  manager,  and  then  briefly  summarized  as 
alternatives  eliminated  from  detailed  study.   In  summary  several  factors 
were  reanalyzed  late  in  the  process,  just  prior  to  writing  the  draft,  that 
resulted  in  screening  out  additional  details  of  the  alternatives. 

Advantages  -  The  end  product  was  a  reasonable  consideration  of  important 
issues,  and  future  decisions  that  have  virtually  no  potential  for  being 
controversial  were  not  considered  and  analyzed  unnecessarily. 

Disadvantages  -  None. 

Retrospect  -  In  response  to  comments  in  the  range  management  portions  of 
the  draft,  and  revisions  to  the  final  RMP/EIS,  it  would  have  been  better 
to  have  analyzed  and  documented  the  no  grazing  alternative  initially. 
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6.  Analyzing  Alternative  Plans 

Approach  -  With  only  minor  directions,  specialists  were  assigned  to  assess 
the  impacts  of  alternatives  defined  at  quite  a  general  level  of  detail. 
This  task  proved  to  be  rather  difficult  and  the  resulting  impact  analysis 
was  also  quite  generals  and  also  variable  between  specialists.  The 
quality  control  review  by  MSO  and  W„Q.  staffs  generated  most  suggestions 
for  improvement  for  the  environmental  consequences  section  of  the 
document.  Even  after  refinement  that  section  remained  the  weakest,  but 
for  the  most  part  did  not  generate  significant  adverse  public  comments. 
Perhaps  this  was  due  to  the  fact  that  the  preferred  alternative  was  quite 
widely  accepted  by  the  public. 

Advantages  -  None. 

Disadvantages  -  In  other  situations,  extensive  additional  effort  could  be 
required  between  the  draft  and  final,  or  protests  could  result,  if  the 
impact  analysis  is  not  of  better  quality. 

Retrospect  -  Members  of  the  I.D.  team  need  to  be  more  "keyed"  into  some 
concepts  and  philosophy  of  impact  assessment  in  order  to  make  the  analysis 
brief,  pertinent  and  consistently  address  the  more  general  level  of  detail 
found  in  an  RMPc  Butte  district  has  already  utilized  Pete  Haug  for 
training  for  the  next  district  RMP. 

7„  Selecting  the  Preferred  Alternative 

Time  did  not  permit  a  detailed  impact  analysis  of  alternatives  before 
selection  of  the  preferred.  However,  a  general  understanding  of 
significant  impacts  was  Informally  a  part  of  the  thought  process  of 
project  manager,  I.  D.  team  and  area  manager.   The  project  manager  and 
I.D.  team  utilized  an  informal  rating  process  utilizing  established 
criteria  and  quality  standards  for  wilderness  suitability.  Considerations 
for  special  designations  were  Incorporated  in  the  wilderness  analysis. 
The  preferred  alternative  for  the  range  management  issue  was  pretty  much  a 
reflection  of  current  policy.  For  virtually  all  major  issues,  specialist 
and  interdisciplinary  input  was  utilized  extensively. 

Advantages  -  The  resulting  preferred  alternative  was  favorably  received  by 
a  variety  of  diverse  public  interests. 

Disadvantages  -  None. 

Retrospect  -  Based  upon  public  response  and  feedback  we  had  accurately 
perceived  the  most  significant  issues  and  drafted  a  preferred  alternative 
that  was  reasonable  and  responsive. 

8.   Selecting  the  RMP 

Approach  -  Very  few  adjustments  were  necessary  between  the  draft  and 
final.  There  are: 
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1)  An  additional  25  acres  were  identified  for  no  surface  occupancy 
for  future  coal  leasing. 

2)  1040  acres  of  public  land  were  shifted  to  retention  category 
(from  disposal,  further  study). 

3)  The  annual  allowable  cut  timber  harvest  was  reduced  from  2.6  mmbf 
to  2.4  mmbf.  This  adjustment  was  made  in  response  to  U.S.  Forest 
Service  comment  and  to  better  coordinate  with  their  management 
goals  on  immediately  adjacent  lands. 

9.  Protests 

Two  protests  were  received  for  the  Headwaters  RMP.  They  were  timely  filed 
and  both  protestors  had  standing.  One  protest  dealt  with  a  general 
objection  to  all  wilderness  recommendation;  it  has  been  responded  to  by 
the  Director  (as  of  5/1/84) .  The  remaining  protest  was  regarding  a 
decision  not  to  withdraw  any  acreage  from  mineral  entry  in  an  area 
adjacent  to  a  rural  subdivision.  The  resource  concern  was  potential 
groundwater  contamination  due  to  potential  mining  activities. 

A  proposal  had  been  made  and  the  environmental  consequences  estimated  for 
the  withdrawal  of  2960  acres  as  another  plan  alternative.   It  is 
anticipated  the  Director  will  uphold  the  proposed  RMP,  not  resulting  in 
any  withdrawal. 

Governor's  consistency  review  was  completed  generally  within  the 
guidelines  of  a  memorandum  of  understanding  that  was  being  developed  at 
the  same  time  as  the  draft  was  available  along  with  a  briefing  to  the 
governor's  staff  regarding  proposed  changes  as  a  result  of  comment.  The 
governor's  consistency  approval  came  along  with  various  agency  comments  on 
the  draft,  which  arrived  about  15-45  days  after  the  close  of  the  draft 
comment  period.  As  stated  previously,  in  Montana  the  Governor's  office 
does  not  appear  to  be  inclined  to  raise  consistency  questions,  or  issues. 

10.  Decisions 

The  record  of  decision  is  a  very  brief  document,  making  reference  in  large 
part  to  appropriate  sections  of  the  final  RMP/EIS  which  had  been  expanded 
to  provide  the  full  details  (including  revised  maps)  for  the  preferred 
alternative. 

Some  special  provisions  pertaining  to  compliance  with  the  threatened  and 
endangered  species  act  were  added,  as  a  result  of  formal  consultation  with 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Alternatives  analyzed  in  detail  were  stated,  as  well  as  those  eliminated 
from  detailed  study.  A  summary  of  public  involvement  was  included  along 
with  statements  concerning  the  environmentally  preferred  alternative, 
consistency,  mitigation  and  monitoring. 
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11.  Monitoring 

A  separate  monitoring  plan  is  being  prepared  and  is  scheduled  for 
completion  this  fiscal  year  (FY-84).  Due  to  recent  reorganization  in 
Montana,  separate  monitoring  plans  will  be  prepared  for  the  2  resource 
areas  now  affected  by  the  RMP. 

12.  Miscellaneous 

Through  a  state  office  commitment,  it  was  agreed  that  BLM  would  prepare  a 
biological  assessment  for  the  Headwaters  RMP  relative  to  effects  on 
threatened  and  endangered  species.  This  was  done  subsequent  to  completion 
of  the  final  RMP/EIS.  A  potential  problem  occurred  when  in  the 
consultation  process  after  receipt  of  the  biological  assessment  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  raised  some  new  issues  that  they  had  not  surfaced  in 
their  review  of  the  draft.  Another  concern  is  the  additional  work 
requirement  of  producing  a  biological  assessment  when  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
should  be  sufficient.  Based  upon  Headwaters  experience  and  our 
understanding  of  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  NEPA  procedures,  we 
believe  it  is  not  necessary  or  desirable  to  produce  a  biological 
assessment  for  any  RMP/EIS. 

13.  Summary 

Key  lessons  learned  during  the  Headwaters  RMP/EIS  process  includes 

1)  The  importance  of  sticking  to  intermediate  deadlines  as  well  as 
the  "final"  due  date  (i.e.,  don't  let  the  early  steps  drag  on), 

2)  The  importance  of  not  striving  for  too  much  "logic  and 
perfection"  (i.e.,  don't  feel  the  early  steps  have  to  be 
absolutely  finalized  before  you  go  on  to  subsequent  steps.  Take 
your  best  shot  at  them,  leave  them  rough,  and  go  on  to  something 
else.   If  you  don't  feel  ready  to  tackle  the  "next"  step,  then 
tackle  any  step  you're  prepared  for.   In  other  words,  don't  view 
the  order  of  the  steps  too  rigidly.   (Keep  your  knees  flexedl) 

3.  The  importance  of  viewing  RMP/EIS 's  as  "major  efforts"  requiring 
adequate  "overhead"  (i.e.,  the  project  managers  alone  probably 
can't  handle  an  effort  of  this  size  and  still  maintain  health  and 
safety.  A  good  "man  Friday"  Is  needed  essentially  full-time  to 
do  day-to-day  technical  coordination- type  work,  freeing  the 
project  manager  to  plan  ahead,  organize  the  next  week's/month's 
work,  deal  with  the  public,  other  agencies,  etc.). 

4.  The  need  to  invest  significantly  In  orientation  and  training  for 
members  of  the  interdisciplinary  team,  particularly  before  asking 
them  to  "invest  significantly"  in  new  phases  of  the  process 
(i.e.,  training  in  analyzing/documenting  environmental 
consequences  would  be  a  very  good  idea  before  asking  the  team  to 
draft  Chapter  4). 
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5.  Also  for  the  benefit  of  the  team,  it  would  be  desirable  to  make 
the  process  more  "mechanical"  by  making  more  use  of  standard 
outlines,  forms,  tables,  etc.  -  give  them  something  other  than 
blank  paper  and  vague  instructions.  Also,  don't  introduce  a  new 
concept  or  term  to  the  team  unless  everyone  in  "overhead"  has 
agreed  on  its  meaning.   In  other  words,  don't  bog  the  team  down 
(and  possibly  lose  the  team's  confidence)  in  semantic  arguments 
over  terms,  concepts,  etc. 

6.  The  cutting  off  of  all  inventory  type  work  at  a  crtain  phase  in 
the  RMP  process  is  very  important.  This  means  in  some  instances 
that  we  must  use  "hand  generated"  figures  and  abandon  computer 
based  data. 

7.  Continual  analysis,  relating  and  culling  of  major  resource  issues 
is  important.  More  emphasis  should  be  put  on  doing  this  in  the 
earlier  stages  of  the  RMP.  This  is  fairly  widespread  resistance 
to  doing  this  by  a  variety  of  resource  specialists  but  much  work 
can  be  saved  eventually  by  culling  the  number  of  issues.  Perhaps 
an  early  exercise  by  the  team  leader  and  area  manager  working 
with  the  various  specialists  on  management  guidance  common  to  all 
alternatives  (comprehensive  guidance  for  non-issue  areas)  will 
facilitate  the  acceptance  of  various  resource  specialists  in 
reducing  the  number  of  issues. 

8.  Many  of  the  experiences  of  the  RMP  will  aid  future  efforts,  but 
on  the  other  hand  many  concepts  and  techniques  of  organization 
can  be  learned  only  by  doing.   It  is  likely  that  each  RMP  will  be 
done  by  what  is  essentially  a  different  "ad  hoc"  team. 
Accordingly  there  will  be  a  certain  amount  of  inefficiency 
occurring  and  new  team  management  adjustments  required  for  each 
new  RMP  effort.  To  some  extent  interdisciplinary  team 
involvement  is  still  being  inhibited  by  old  "tunnel  vision" 
concepts. 

9.  The  lessons  learned  by  the  pilots  will  no  doubt  contribute  to 
better  quality  RMPs  in  the  future;  hopefully  future  efforts  will 
also  be  run  more  efficiently  and  team  morale  will  be  at  higher 
levels.   Future  efforts  will  also  no  doubt  cost  less  and  take 

less  time,  although ■  there  may  be  ■ opportunities  to 

improve  quality  and  relatively  less  room  for  cost  and  time 
reductions  (unless  you  use  experienced  people  available  to  do  all 
future  planning) . 
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Headwaters 
Project  Planning  Situation  Analysis 


Date 


Page 


of 


Issue 


End  Product: 


Planning  Criteria 


Inventory  Design 


A  scattered  and  complex  land 
ovmershlp  pattern  hinders 
effective  management  of  the 
public  lands. 


o- 


A.   Determine  the  land  tenure 
adjustments  through  disposi- 
tion (exchange  or  sale)  or 
acquisition  (exchange  or 
purchase)  which  will  lead  to 
a  more  manageable  land  base. 
Identification  of  high  prio- 
rity tenure  adjustments  will 
be  made. 


A.   Criteria  are  divided  into  three 
major  categories  including  disposition,' 
acquisition,  and  general  for  tenure  ad- 
justments: 
Disposition 


Li   Consideration  will  be  given  to 
the  re.iource  values  involved  and  their 
importance  to  present  and  future  genera- 
tions of  the  public. 

2.  An  Important  consideration  will 
be  the  need/demand  for  public  land  by 
other  federal  agencies,  state  or  local 
agencies,  and  private  sector. 

3.  The  manap.eahility  of  the  tract 
(resources)  will  be  weighed  considering 
the  following: 

a.  Ownership  pattern  of  surround- 
ing land. 

b.  Existing  and  potential  uses  o 
surrounding  land. 

c.  Existing  and/or  potential 
access  to. the  land. 

-  "  d.   Current  and  potential  uses  of 
the  land,  both  authorized  and  unautho- 
rized, will  be  examined.   The  most 
beneficial  use  of  the  tract  (to  the 
general  public)  ,  and  under  whose  manage- 
ment that  use  could  bear,  be  achieved, 
will  then  be  considered. 

4.  Prior  to  final  disposition,  land's 
having  potential  for  disposal  will  under- 
go further  intensive  utudy,  including 
compliance  with  NF.l'A. 

5.  Exchange  will'  generally  be  the 
preferred  means  of  disposal. 


A.  Yl      Land  ownership  patterns,  status  of  public 
lands  and  tract  6i?.e  will  be  determined  from  master 
title  plats  and  township  and  range  files. 

2.  Actual  occurring  uses  of  public  lands  will 
be  determined  by  field  inventory. 

3.  Present  and  potential  resource  values  will 
he  determined  by  individual  resource  inventories. 

4.  Get  detailed  information  on  other  land, 
ownership  from  county,  state,  or  other  fedcrnl 
agencies.  f 

5.  Review  and  evaluate  all  land'  use  plans  af- 
fecting lands  involved  with  tenure;  jidjustir.ents. 

6.  The  score  card  for  ranking  AMP  areas  (refer 
to  Issue  2)  will  be  employed.    The  final  score 
must  be  tempered  by  a  subjective  evaluation  of  . 
BLM's  ability  to  regulate  livestock  grazing.   Most 
of  the  areas  which  fall  into  the  "general"  grazing 
management  category  would  be  recommended  for  dis- 
posal provided  disposal  of  public  land  will  not  re- 
sult in  disruption  of  the  local  livestock  industry. 

'7.   To  determine  what  seasonal  uses  are  occur- 
ring on  the  public  land,  inventories  will  be  con- 
ducted for  all  four  seasons  before  any  recommen- 
dations for  disposal  are  proposed. 

8.   Ongoing  wildlife  habitat  inventories  in 
assoolation  with  other  planning  efforts  will 
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Headwaters 
Project  Planning  Situation  Analyst* 


Date 


Page 


of 


Issue 


End  Product 


Planning  Criteria 


Inventory  Design 


A  (continued) 


O 


Acquisition 

1.  Highest  consideration  will  be  given 
to  those  tracts  which  would  definitely 
provide  more  value  (present  or  anticipate^.) 
to  the  general  public  than  the  cost  of 
Implementing  the  ncqulslt Ion,  including 
values  lost  through  exchanging  lands  , 
(e.g.  "selected"  lsnds). 

2.  Acquisitions  should  enhance  the  over- 
all manageability  of  public  lsnds.  There 
fore,  they  should  be  adjscent  to  existing 
public  lands,  unless  acquired  specifically 
to  protect  a  unique  resource,  site  or  pro- 
vide access. 

3.  Areas  already  Identified  aa  having 
potential  for  acquisition  and  will  be 
atudled  further  include: 

a.  Lands  adjacent  to  existing  public 
lands  along  the  East  Front  from  Rogers 
Pass  to  Birch  Creek. 

b.  Devils  Kitchen  (Sawtooth  area) 
Missouri  River  from  Hardy  to 
Canyon  Ferry  (including  addition! I 
Sleeping  Ciant  acquisitions) 
null  Mountain 

Devils  Fence — Johnny  Gulch 
Poor  Culch — Bounder 
Doherty  Mountain 
Townsend  to  Winston 
Smith  River 
Beaver  Meadows 
Indian  Creek. 
Marysvllle 
Montana  City 


c. 


d. 
e. 
f. 

g. 
h. 
1. 

J- 

k. 
1. 

ra. 


accomplish  needed  data  for  recommendations  to 
future  land  acquisitions,  retentions,  and  ex- 
changes. 

9.  Concentrate  Inventory  efforts  in  the  Identlfl 
cation  of  "key"  or  "crucial"  wildlife  habitats. 

10.  I'.   Wilderness  Intensive  Inventory 

b.   Recreation  Inventories  (RIS,'  RAIS, 
Visitor  U6e  dats,  ORV) 
Soclo/economlc  Inventories 
Legal  title  search 
Cultural  and  VRM  Inventories 


11. 
12. 


c. 

d, 

e. 
TPCC. 


Prepare  a  survey  of  what  the  demands  are, fori 
public  lands  to  be  in  other  thsn  federal  (BLM) 
ownership. 
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Jate 
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General  for  Tenure  Adjustments 

lo   An  adequate  land  base  will  be  retains 
to  provide  for  continued  availability  of 
federal  lands  to  satisfy  balanced  public 
and  private  needs. 

2.  Lands  not  considered  proper  for  die- 
position  or  that  have  no  foreseeable  po- 
tential for  disposal,,  shall  be  retained 
for  multiple-use  management  unless  factori 
change  to  the  extent  that  disposal  cri- 
teria is  met. 

3.  Tenure  adjustments  should  be  consis- 
tent with  state,  regional,  and  local  land 
use  plana. 

4.  The  need  for  tenure  adjustments  will 
be  closely  reviewed  every  5  years,. 
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PRE-PLANNING  ANALYSIS  SUMMARY 


ACTIVITY: 
PAGE: 


4310  .(Farts-*  Management) 


LAND  USE  PLAN/EIS;  Headwater 


VCRK  ELEMENTS 
(KLV  TO  ISSUES) 


INFORMATION  AVAILABLE 
OR  INFORMVriON  NEEDED 


.■source  Area  Issue- 


ordst  Hanageroenc 


O 


Available:   Plat  daca 
from  extensive  Inventor- 
ies 1971-7'..   Daca  on 
volumes,  f>rou[h,  jnd 
produc  c IviLiy . 
Needed:   Type  maps  shou- 
ing  location  or  forested 
land  and  productivity 
classes. 


SOURCES  OF 
INFORMATION 


METHODOLOGY 

USED  TO 
COLLECT  DATA 


Existing  in- 
ventory daca, 
aerial  photos, 
USCS  maps. 


WMs  NEED- 
ED (OR 
[CONTRACTS) 


TPCC  inventory 
1  or  2  man 
crews  in  field 
after  office 
identification 
of  non-forest 
and  non-com- 
mercial land. 


20-5  for 
office  work 
and  compila- 
tion.  15 
for  field 
work. 


OPPORTUNITIES  FOREGONE  . 
IN  LAND  USE  PLAN/EIS 


None 


INVENTORY 

START  & 
COK?L.  DATE 


Some  pre- 
liminary 
in  FY  79. 
Split  20 
WM  into 
FY  80  and 
81  begin 
6/80,  end 
9/81. 


PERSONNEL 
ASGND 


Pecroni 
(HRA) 

Torgersen 
(DO) 

2    ten.ps. 


AWP  OPPOR- 
TUNITIES 
FOREGONE 


500M 

EF/yn 

of 

allow 

able 

cut 

for 

FY80 

and 

81.  ■ 
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Appendix   "H"  Part   3 


ACTION 


RESPONSIBILITY 


TIME  TABLE 


1.  Personal  contacts  by  BLM  managers 
and  resource  specialists  with, 
local,  State,  and  federal  resource 
people  to  identify  issues  and 
areas  of  concern  as  seen  from  a 
perspective  outside  BLM. 
(L,  S,  F) 


DM,  AM'&  Staff 


April  1979  & 


2.  Devise  tentative  list  of  issues 
for  RA;  mail  to  a  list  of  800  to 
900  individuals  and  agencies  with 
known  or  suspected  interest  in 
land  use  planning  in  Headwaters' 
RA  inviting  comments.   Appoint 
a  9-member  consulting  group  of 
informed  citizens  to  further  aid 
in  issues  identification. 
(IC,  PI,  L,  S,  F) 


Staff 


April  1979 
(completed) 


Consolidate  and  analyze  public 
response  to  issues  list.   Meet 
with  consulting  group  to  discuss 
issues  in  their  present  form  and 
the  public  response  to  them. 
(IC,  PI,  L,  S,  F) 


AM 


May  1979 
(completed) 


4.  Prepare  draft  of  Pre-planning 
Analysis  which  includes  a 
restatement  of  the  issues.   Meet 
again  with  consulting  group  to 
obtain  their  reaction  to  the 
document  and  their  advice  on 
prioritizing  issues. 
CIG,  PI,  L,  S,  F) 


AM.  &  Staff, 
P&EC 


June  1979 
(completed) 


5,  Collect  a  full  file  of  still 
pictures  and  video  coverage 
of  the  various  issues  areas 
for  later  use  in  media  informa- 
tion campaign. 
(P,  IG,  PI,  L,  S,  F) 


PIO 


July-August 

1979 

(completed) 


Publish  a  Federal  Register 
describing  proposed  planning 
action  in  accordance  with 
1601.3(g),  CFR.   Mail  copies  of 
the  notice  with  a  news  release 
to  Butte  District  media. 


P&EC,  PIO 


March  1980 
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4310-84 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLANNING 
INITIATION  OF  PLANNING  ACTIVITY  IN  HEADWATERS 
RESOURCE  AREA,  BUTTE  DISTRICT,  MONTANA 

In  accordance  with  43  CFR  1601.3  (g) ,  notice  is  hereby  given  of  resource 
planning  activity  now  underway. 

(1)  Description  of  the  proposed  planning  Action: 

Preparation  of  the  Headwaters  Resource  Area  Resource  Management 
Plan  (RMP).   This  RMP  will  be  based  upon  existing  statutory 
requirements  and  policies  and  will  carry  out  the  requirements 
of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA) . 
This  RMP  and  accompanying  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
will  provide  the  basis  for  resource  allocations  and  will  define 
'and  guide  subsequent  management  decisions  within  the  Headwaters 
Resource  Area.   The  RMP/EIS  is  scheduled  for  completion  by 
September  1983. 

(2)  Identification  of  the  Geographic  area  to  be  planned: 

The  subject  area  is  generally  located  along  the  east  slope 

of  the  Rocky  Mountains  and  covers  all  or  portions  of  Pondera, 

Teton,  Cascade,  Lewis  and  Clark,  Meagher,  Jefferson,  Broadwater, 

Gallatin,  and  Park  Counties  in  Montana.   The  majority 

of  BLM  administered  Resources  in  the  planning  area  are  in 

the  Upper  Missouri  River  Basin,  with  smaller  portions  in  the 

Upper  Yellowstone  River  Basin. 

(3)  The  general  types  of  issues  anticipated: 

The  completed  plan  will  make  allocations  of  the  various 
resources  present,  including  (but  not  limited  to) 
vegetation  allocations  to  domestic  livestock,  watershed  and 
wildlife  based  on  the  Bureau's  Site  Vegetation  Inventory  method. 
The  plan  will  also  address  areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  and  Wilderness  Study  Areas  identified  through  and  intensive 
inventory  which  is  to  be  completed  in  1980. 

(4)  The  disciplines  to  be  represented  on  the  interdisciplinary 
Team:  ■    Wildlife  Biology,  Non-game  Wildlife  Biology, 
Hydrology  Soils  Science,  Range  Mangement,  Archelogy, 
Recreation,  Visual  Resource  Mangement,  Lands,  Forestry 
and  Economics 

(5)  The  kind  and  extent  of  public  participation  activities  to 
be  provided: 

Public  participation  for  the  RMP/EIS  process  will  be  carried 
out  in  several  ways.   During  the  inventory  phase,  public 
participation  will  take  place  on  an  individual  basis  between 
interested  parties  and  the  BLM.   As  the  planning  process  proceeds, 
the  public  will  be  asked  to  become  more  formally  involved 
through  workshops,  open  houses  and  public  meetings.   If 
appropriate,  mass  mailings  will  be  used  to  solicit  comment 
on  controversial  issues.   The  district  mulitpie  use  advisory 
council  and  the  districc  grazing  advisory  board  will  offer 

113 


Appendix  "H"  Part  4  (cont. ) 


their  expertise  in  the  plan  preparation.   Arrangements 
will  be  made  to  involve  local  planning  agencies  in  the  planning 
process,  and  state  and  other  Federal  Land  Mangement  agencies 
will  be  contacted  to  assure  maximum  coordination  of  their 
plans  and  objectives  with  the  RMP  at  both  regularly  scheduled 
and  special  meetings. 

(6)  The  times,  dates  and  locations  scheduled  or  anticipated 
for  any  needed  public  meetings,  hearings,  conferences  or 
other  gatherings  as  known  in  February  1980: 

Two  meetings  with  an  ad  hoc  citizens  consulting  group  to 
help  define  issues  in  planning  area  May  and  June  1979, 
Helena  (completed) ;  various  meetings  with  local  planning 
board,  spring  and  summer  1980;  regular  and  special  coordination 
meetings  with  Federal  State  Land  Mangement  Agencies  throughout 
the  planning  process ;■ regular  meetings  of  the  District 
Grazing  Board  (next  meeting  shceduled  for  sometime  between 
the  last  week  in  July  and  mid  August  1980  at  the  Butte 
District  Office,  106  North  Parkmont,  Industrial  Park,  Butte) 
and,  upon  its  approval  and  chartering,  the  Butte  District 
Multiple  Use  Advisory  Council;  a  series  of  public  meetings 
and/or  open  houses  throughout  the  Resource  Area.   To  discuss 
the  newly  developed  Resource  Management  alternatives,  August 
1982. 

(7)  The  name,  title,  address,  and  telephone  number  of  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Managment  Official  who  may  be  contacted 

.for  further  information: 
Jack  A.  Mcintosh 
District  Manager 
P.  0.  Box  308 
Butte  Montana   59701 
(406)  723-6561. 

(8)  The  location  and  availibility  of  documents  relevant  to  the 
planning  process: 

Documents  will  be  generally  available  for  public  review  and 
will  be  located  at  the  Butte  District  Office,  106  North 
Parkmont  (Industrial  Park),  Butte,  Montana. 


■Dated:  March  5,  1980 


Jack  A.  Mcintosh 
Distric  Manager 
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HEADWATERS   RMP 
ISSUES    SUMMARY 


ISSUE 

ANALY 
RMF 

SIS  AREA  AFFECTED 
HV   J/WB   LH 

SG/DK 

ES 

1.   Oil  and  Gas  Leasing 

X 

X 

2."   Grazing  Allotment  Management 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

3.    Wilderness  Recommendations 

X 

X 

X 

X 

A.    Riparian  &  Aquatic  Habitat 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

5.   Forest  Management 

x 

X 

X 

X 

X 

6.   Land  Ownership  Adjustments 

x 

X 

X 

i 

X 

X 

7.   Mining  Impacts-Scratchgravels 

jL 

8.   Motorcycle  Use  Areas 

lJL 

X 

9.   Motorized  Vehicle  Access 

X 

X 

10.   Avoidance/Exclusion  Areas 

J^ 

X 

/ 

11.   National  Guard  Use 

X 

12.   Coal  Leasing 

X 

£5  e    £a*T  &4t* 


^  «  JLifuMjrfz*  &  A 
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ISSUE  #5:   RANGELAND  VEGETATION  MANAGEMENT 


The  preferred  alternative  should 


5a.   maximize  long-term  improvement  of 
range  condition  to  satisfactory. 


5b.   minimize  short-term  impacts  to  live- 
stock operators. 


5c.   maximize  long-term  benefits  to  live- 
stock operators 


Factor 


Unit  OF 
Measure 


-amount  of  range 
in  satisfactory 
condition  by  year 
2010 


-acres 


-amount  of  forage   -AUMs 
available  for  live- 
stock during  RMP  im- 
plementation (initial 
"target"  allocation) 


-amount  of  forages 
available  for  live- 
stock by  year  2010 


-AUMs 


5d,   minimize  impacts  on  other  important 


-see  Decision  Cri- 


rangeland  vegetation  uses  and  values,  j  teria  #  33  t-A  CL, 

.  '  '  A  ) 


£4b^ 
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CONCERN  #1   LAND  OWNERSHIP  ADJUSTMENTS 

Cla.  minimize  disposal  of  public  land  with 
high  public  resource  values. 


Clb.  minimize  disposal  of  public  land  par- 
cels greater  than  160  acres  in  size. 


Clc.  minimize  disposal  of  public  land  with 
non-recoverable  "on-the-ground"  public 
investments  in  facilities  or  improve- 
ments. 


Cld.  minimize  retention  of  public  land 

suitable  for  agricultural  development. 


Cle.  minimize  retention  of  public  land 

subject  to  long-term  occupancy  tres- 
pass . 
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-see  Decision  Cri- 
teria #/W  l(*M.) 

4a-,  ia-c?  £2.c.    ' 


-amount  of  public 
land  in  parcels 
larger  than  160  acres 
to  be  disposed 


-value  of  invest- 
ment to  be  disposed 


-$ 


-amount  of  public 
land  with  Class  I 
and  II  soils  to  be 
retained 


-acres 


-amount  of  public 
land  with  occupancy 
-trespass  cases  to 
be  retained 


■#   cases 


-acres 
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ISSUE  2:   GRAZING  ALLOTMENT  MANAGEMENT 

Management  changes  appear  to  be  needed  in  certain  livestock  grazing 
allotments  in  order  to  reduce  conflicts  between  livestock  grazing  and 
other  important  resource  uses  and  values. 


ANALYSIS  AREA  INVOLVED 
Rocky  Mountain  Front 

Helena  Valley 

Jefferson/West  Broadwater 

Limestone  Hills 

Sleeping  Giant/Devils  Kitchen 
East  Side 


PRINCIPLE  CONFLICT  OR 
IMPACTS  ANTICIPATED 

-grizzly  bear  (spring/summer) ; 

bighorn  sheep  (winter/spring) ; 

riparian;  watershed 

-elk;  mule  deer;  riparian; 

watershed 

-elk;  mule  deer;  watershed; 

riparian 

-elk;  mule  deer;  riparian; 

watershed 

-elk;  mule  deer,  riparian 

-elk;  mule  deer,  riparian; 

watershed 


DECISIONS  NEEDED 


# 


How  should  grazing  allotments  be  categorized  for 
selective  management? 

What  allotment-specific  management  objectives 
should  be  established? 


• 


Which  allotments  require  further  activity  planning 
(AMPs) ,  and  according  to  what  priorities? 

What  short-term  adjustments  in  livestock  forage 
allocations,  if  any,  are  needed  to  meet  management 
objectives? 

Upon  implementation  of  range  improvement  practices, 
what  uses  should  be  emphasized  for  future  projected 
forage  increases? 

DM'S  CONCEPT:   Future  management  of  livestock  grazing  in  the  Headwaters 
Resource  Area  should  place  equal  emphasis  on  maintaining,  or  improving 
crucial  wildlife  habitat  and  minimizing  disruptions  to  exisiting  live- 
stock operators. 

EVALUATION  CRITERIA:   The  following  factors  will  be  considered  in 
evaluating  each  alternative,  and  in  selecting  the  preferred  alternative: 

1.  Amount,  location,  and  condition  of  the  resources  identified  under 
"principle  conflicts  or  impacts  anticipated"  above. 

2.  Changes  in  AUMs  licensed  and  AUMs  consumed  by  livestock  (estimate) . 

3.  Amount  of  public  land  with  vegetative  communities  in  satisfactory 
J  condition. 

4.  Watershed  condition. 

5.  Social  and  economic  impacts  to  livestock  operators. 

6.  Estimated  amount  of  public  land  to  be  treated  by  type  of  treatment 
(i.e.,  burn,  spray,  etc.). 

7.  Estimated  number  or  amount  of  range  improvements  to  be  constructed, 
by  type  (i.e.,  fences,  springs,  etc.).   i  to 
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ALTERNATIVE  FORMULATION  CRITERIA:   The  following  guidelines  will  be  used 
to  formulate  alternatives: 

1.  (Rocky  Mountain  Front  only):   All  alternatives  will  provide  suf- 
ficient available  forage  on  grizzly  bear  spring/ summer  habitat  and 
bighorn  sheep  winter/spring  habitat  to  maintain  or  achieve  at  least 
a  satisfactory  habitat  rating. 

2.  All  alternatives  will  strive  to  maintain  or  improve  crucial  wild- 
life habitat,  and  to  minimize  disruptions  to  existing  livestock 
operators. 

3.  At  least  one  alternative  will  consider  increasing  livestock  use  in 
those  allotments  having  additional  available  forage  after  other 
consumptive/non-consumptive  needs  have  been  met. 

MSA  CRITERIA:   The  following  information  or  descriptions  will  be  re- 
quired for  analyzing  the  management  situation: 

1.  Current  amounts,  locations,  and  conditions  of  the  resources  iden- 
tified under  "principle  conflicts  or  impacts  anticipated." 

2.  Summary  of  dietary  overlap  between  domestic  livestock  and  the 
following  wildlife  species:   grizzly  bear  (spring/summer),  bighorn 
sheep  (winter/spring),  elk,  and  mule  deer. 

3.  Amount  of  AUMs  currently  licensed  for  livestock.   Amount  of  forage 
consumed  (AUMs) . 

4.  Current  amount,  location,  and  condition  of  vegetative  communities 
on  public  land. 

5.  Current  amount,  location,  and  condition  of  watersheds  (soil  sta- 
bility) . 

6.  Local  attitudes  and  social  values  regarding  the  resource  uses  or 
values  discussed  in-  1.-5  above. 

7.  Current  dependency  of  local  and/or  regional  economies  on  the  re- 
source uses  or  values  discussed  in  1.-5  above. 

8.  Current  and  projected  future  demand  for  the  resource  uses  or  values 
discussed  in  1.-5  above. 

9.  Potential  for  impacts  to  (or  changes  in)  the  parameters  discussed 
in  1.-7  above,  based  on  current  BLM  management  direction. 

10.  Capability  or  potential  of  public  lands  to  produce  or  provide 
opportunities  for  use  of  the  resources  discussed  in  1.-5  above,  if 
constrained  only  by  sustained  yield  and  multiple  use  principles. 

11.  Amount  of  public  land  to  be  treated  by  type  of  treatment,  and 
number  or  amount  of  range  improvements  to  be  constructed  by  type  of 
improvement,  based  on  current  BLM  management  direction. 

12.  Estimated  implementation  costs  for  treatments  and  improvements 
discussed  in  11  above. 

13.  MIC  categorization  summary-all  allotments  (including  criteria). 
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# 


ISSUE   6:      LAND   OWNERSHIP  ADJUSTMENTS 

Special  attention   is  needed   to   identify   those  portions   of   the  Headwaters 
Resource  Area  where  land  ownership   adjustments   are  needed   to   achieve 
more  efficient  management   and  utilization   of  public   resources. 


ANALYSIS  AREAS   INVOLVED 


PRINCIPAL   OPPORTUNITIES 
AVAILABLE 


Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Helena  Valley 

Jefferson/West   Broadwater 

Limestone  Hills 

Sleeping  Giant/Devils  Kitchen 


East  Side 


-transfers  to  Forest  Service 
-dispose  of  scattered  tracts; 
deal  with  residential  problems 
-retain  blocked-up  public  land; 
possible  acquisition 
-retention 

-retention/acquisition  for 
Sleeping  Giant;  deal  with 
checkerboard  problem  in  Devils 
Kitchen 

-dispose  of  scattered  tracts; 
some  transfers  to  Forest  Service 


DECISIONS  NEEDED:    How  should  the  following  three  land  ownership  ad- 
justment categories  be  applied  to  public  land  in  the 
Headwaters  Resource  Area- 

I.  National   System  Lands 

II.  Cooperative  Management   Lands 

III.  Transfer  Lands 

(See   attached   draft   State  Director  Guidance   for 
more   information.) 

DM'S  CONCEPT:      Land  ownership   adjustment   categories   are   to  be   applied 
with  a   "broad  brush"   and  should  not  be   tract-specific. 

EVALUATION  CRITERIA:      The   following   factors  will  be   considered   in  eval- 
uating  each  alternative,    and   in  selecting   the  preferred  alternative: 

1.  Management   efficiency/effectiveness    (subjective   comparison). 

2.  Amount   of  public   land  in   each   category. 

3.  Impacts    on   public  use  of  public   resources. 

4.  Local   social   and   economic   impacts. 

ALTERNATIVE   FORMULATION  CRITERIA:      The   following   guidelines  will  be   used 
to   formulates   alternatives: 

1.        At  least   one  alternative  will  be  developed  which   addresses   those 

opportunities   identified  under  "principal   opportunities   available" 
above. 
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MSA  CRITERIA:   The  following  information  or  descriptions  will  be  re- 
quired for  analyzing  the  management  situation: 

1.  Summary  of  current  land  ownership  statistics  plus  status  map. 

2.  Discussion  of  current  management  problems  related  to  land  pattern 
(location,  magnitude,  etc.) 

3.  Access  summary,, 

4.  Summary  description  of  current  management  intensity  (including 
investments /improvements)  by  program. 

5.  Summary  description  of  resource  values,  particularly 

a.  mineral  development  potential 

b.  recreation  values 

c.  wildlife  habitat 

d.  renewable  resource  productivity. 

6.  Summary  of  local  social  attitudes  toward  and  economic  dependency  on 
current  land  ownership  pattern. 
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ALT,    l/l    -  Mo  Action 


ISSUS   -  ALTERNATIVE  RELATIONSHIP  SUMMARY 
Alt.    Its  -  R&aourca  rVoCection  _  Alt*    H3  -  Mixed  Protection /Production 


Alt.    H4   -  Resource  Production 


J.      Oil   S   Gae 


essentially  all    lands 
open    co  laAainett 
special    MtJ.palstJ.anM 
Attached   "dj  needed" 
following   casa-hy-case 
analysis 


sensitive  areas  closed   co  leasing) 
special   stlps  attached    to   all 
leaxax  affecting  sensitive  re- 
sources 


hlghl u  ?onsl tlve  areas  closed  co  leasing t 
special  stlps  applied  to  highly  sensitive 
situations r    lease  development  staggered 


essentially  the  same  as  SO  ACT- 
possible  aubalterna civet  Stan 
stlps  onlu    (unless   TSS  involve. 


Grazing  Mgmt . 


J.      Milderness 


JtipCfifiJl 


Format  rtgwt. 


6,      Land   Owner-' 
ship  Adjust- 
ment 


continuation  of  present 
livestock  usmt  tew  new 
XMPs   or   improvements 


no  wilderness/  no 

action 


continue  present  live- 
stock management  prac- 
tices',  regardless  of 
effect  on  riparian  hab- 
itat 

QSsmntlaJlfno  program/ 
no  guidance  at  present- 
"most  sales  via   tres- 
pass" 

essentially  all  public. 


decrease  in  livestock  usej  AMPa 
and  r&nge  improvements  developed 
where   wildlife/soils   will   benefit 


all   wilderness 


modify  livestock  use   to  improve/ 
maintain  all  riparian  habitat 
in   satisfactory  condition 


sensitive/  areas  closed   to  harvest™ 
Ina;    restrictions   applied    to  all 
areaa   with  sensitive  resources 


essentially   the  same  as  NO  ACTION,    except 
new  AMPs  and   improvements  developed   for 
"multiple  benefltat"  monitoring 
emphasized!   some  changes  in   livestock 
use   possible 

some  wilderness 


essentially  the   name  as  RESOURCE  PRO~) 
PROTECTION   (?) 


hlghlu  aenaitive  areas  closed  to  harvest 
ingt   restrictions  applied   to  protect 
hlghlu  sensitive  resources 


Increase  in  livestock  use/  A.YF 
and  range  Improvements  develop- 
where   livestock    will    benefit 


most  lands  prioritized  for  retent-     essentially  the  same  as  NO  ACTION, 


'available"   for  disposal  i     tiont   some  disposals  of  low-value        except  RA   will   be    "zoned"   according 


Mining  in  the 

Sera  tchgrsvols 


decisions  made  following 
Case-bu-case   anelyslsi 
no  priorities  for  dis- 
posal/re ten  tlon/acaulsl- 
tlon 

all  public  land  open   to 

mining 


Motorcycle    Use     one  axe*   presently 

'dedicated'   to  motorcycle 
races   (Montana  CicuJ; 
other  areas  considered 
on  case-by-case  basis 


tracts  bu  exchange  only/   acquisi- 
tion  priority  areast   wildlife 
habitat,    recreation  sites 


amnsitlvm  areas  withdrawn    from 
further  mineral  entry   (possible 
subalternatlve:      R&PP  co   City 
of  Helena) 

retain  Montana  City  race  areai 
remainder  of  Helena  Valley  and 
Limestone  Hills  closed    to  racing 


CO   priori  ties   far  retention',    disposal  I 
acgulsltlon ,    emphasis  on    exchanges 


same   as   (?) 


establish   several  race  areas  based  on 


no  wilderness /new  management 
direction 

changes  in   livestock  use 
permitted  so  long  as  current 
riparian  condition   is  main- 
tained   (no  further  deterior- 
ation 

all   commercial   forest   avail- 
able  for  harvest;   restrictions 
applied  only   to  maintain    soil'. 
water'.   THE  species 

Mtfc 

only  high   value   lands  priori ti 
for  retention!    disposal    of  most 

scattered    tracts   plus  all    land 
suited   for   agricultural", 
residential',    commercial   develc 
ment  i    emphasis  on   salesi   low 
emphasis   on   acQUisicions 

same  as  NO  ACTION 


establish   several   race   areas 


rost-rotate/multlple-use   considerations i  based  on   suitability   far   racin 


Motor    Vehicles 


1 0,     Corridors 


tot'X  Guard 


entire  Resource  Area  open 

to  motor  vehicles  with- 
out restriction  ( except 
WSJLS) 


essentially  all   lands 
available  for  consider- 
ation}   permits  issued 
following  case-bu-cas* 
analysis 

continue   present    use 
levels,   area   and  season 
of  use  i  no  chance  In 
stlps 


13,     Coal   Leasing       no  action  m  no  leasing 


senstive  areas  closed   to  motor 
vehicles)   restricted   areas  es- 
tablished   co    nroeect    sensitive 
resource*  and  eliminate  conflicts 
with  nan-motor  uses 

sensitive  areas    ("exclusion 
areas")    closed   to  corridor 
development i    "avoidance   areas" 
established    to    protect    sensitive 
resources    (special   stlps  regulred) 

sensitive  areas  closed   to  Mitional 
Guard   use/  season  of  use  adjusted 
and  stlps  modified    to  protect 
sensitive  resources 

sensitive   areas  closed   to   leasing! 
other  areas  available   for   "further 
consideration  pending  additional 
study" 


highly  sensitive  areas  closed   to 
motor  vehicles/   criteria   established 
for  future  application   of  closures  and 
restrictions 


exclusion  and  avoidance  areas  established 
only   co  protect  hlghl u  sensitive  areas  and 
resources 


essentially  the  same  as  NO  ACTION, 

with  minor  modifications  possible 


hlahlu. sensitive   areas  closed   to 
leasing!    other   areas   available 

for   "further  consideration" 


essentially  the  same  as  NO  ACT: 


no   exclusion  or   avoidance   araa 


essentially  the  same  as  NO 
ACTION',    possibly  with    fawer 
stips 


all  lands  available  for 
"further  consideration" 
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Glenwood  Springs  RMP,  Grand  Junction  District,  Colorado 
A.  Preplanning 

1.  Identifying  the  Maior  Driving  Programs 

Management  made  up-front  decisions  to  accomplish  the  following 
through  the  RMP: 

a.  Grazing  EIS  requirements 

b.  Wilderness  study  requirements 

c.  Coal  unsuitability 

d.  ORV  designations 

These  driving  programs  somewhat  determined  the  required  level  of 
detail  for  our  RMP  and  determined  our  completion  deadline  (Grazing 
EIS). 

2.  Completing  the  Preplan 

Approaches  tried:  Following  issue  identification,  a  preplan 
document  was  developed  to  provide  some  general  guidelines  for  the 
effort  and  estimate  plan  needs.  This  plan  was  somewhat  detailed  and 
included: 

1.  Summary  of  workmonth  needs  by  position  for  each  year 

2.  Staffing  needs 

3.  A  schedule  for  the  plan 

4.  A  summary  of  issues 

5.  Equipment  needs 

6.  Summary  of  major  action  steps 

7.  Public  Participation  Plan 

No  other  approach  was  tried. 

Pros:  This  approach  provided  fairly  good  estimates  of  costs  per 
year  that  were  used  for  annual  work  plan  preparation.  Because  the 
preplan  was  approved  at  the  DO  level,  it  was  used  as  a  commitment  by 
management  to  implement  the  plan. 

Cons:  The  level  of  detail  in  the  document  required  yearly  updates 
to  keep  cost  estimates  accurate. 

RETROSPECT:   Preplan  should  have  been  written  prior  to  inventory. 
Level  of  detail  somewhat  less.   Content  could  have  been  reduced 
somewhat. 

3.  Preparing  the  Public  Participation  Plan 

Approaches  tried:  The  public  participation  plan  was  developed  as 
part  of  the  preplan  document.  It  identified  the  major  points  in  the 
process  where  formal  public  participation  was  required.  The  initial 
plan  was  updated  as  changes  were  made.  The  key  points  identified  in 
the  plan  included: 
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1.  Semi-annual  newsletter 

2.  Workshop  following  alternative  formulation 

3.  Formal  review  of  draft  document 

4.  Protest  period  following  final 

Other  public  participation  points  were  used  as  needed. 

These  included  a  formal  review  of  decision  criteria  which  was  a  mail 
out,  and  two  rounds  of  meetings  with  county  commissioners,  city  and 
county  planners,  all  Forest  Service  offices  and  District  Advisory 
Council  was  also  held  to  solid  input .  None  of  these  other  public 
participation  points  were  identified  in  the  original  plan,  No  other 
approaches  were  tried. 

Pros:  This  plan  provided  guidelines  as  to  where  and  when  in  the 
process  public  participation  was  required  .and  should  be  scheduled. 

Cons:  None  identified. 

RETROSPECT:   Important  part  of  preplan.  Methods  of  obtaining  this 
input  should  also  be  looked  at.  Any  training  or  research  that  would 
be  required  to  accomplish  good  public  participation  should  be 
identified  as  early  as  possible. 

4.  Preparation  of  Mock-ups 

Approaches  tried:  A  detailed  mock-up  of  the  RMP  document  (draft) 
was  prepared  at  the  request  of  the  Washington  Office.  This  mock-up 
contained  all  parts  of  the  draft  and  some  content  in  each  section  to 
give  the  reviewer  some  idea  as  to  what  would  be  in  each  section. 
The  mock-up  was  prepared  following  completion  of  the  MSA.  No  other 
approach  was  tried. 

Pros:  The  mock-up  provided  both  the  ID  team  and  management  with  a 
clearer  picture  of  what  the  final  product  might  look  like.  It 
served  as  a  discussion  point  for  plan  needs  i.e.  maps,  graphics, 
charts,  etc. 

Cons:  The  development  of  the  document  was  rather  time  consuming. 

RETROSPECT:  We  did  not  prepare  a  formal  mock-up  for  the  MSA, 
however,  it  would  seem  to  be  a  good  step  in  determining  the  amount 
of  information  needed  in  this  section.  We  have  continuously  made 
revisions  in  our  mock-up  to  satisfy  our  needs.   I  would  hope  that  a 
great  deal  of  flexibility  would  be  maintained  once  a  mock-up  was 
reviewed  and  approved. 

5.  Preparing  the  Notice  of  Intent  (NOP 

A  notice  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  regarding  preparation 
of  the  RMP.  It  did  not  specifically  mention  the  EIS  part  of  the 
plan.  It  was  published  during  the  last  part  of  inventory  collection 
in  August  of  1979. 
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B.   Planning  Process 

l-     IdflPtimaa,  Screening  and  Determining  Signifi^nno  Qf  T5,«,,»« 

Approaches  tried:   Issues  were  identified  by  various  means.   They 
included:  J 

1.  Public  meetings  -  6  held  around  area  utilized  a  modified 
Del-Beck  system. 

2.  Management  concerns  identified  by  management  and  the  ID  team. 
3=  Meetings  with  other  agencies  and  interest  groups. 

For  our  project  an  issue  was  defined  as  any  concern  raised  by  the 
public,  other  agencies  or  from  within  the  planning  team 
Approximately  300  issues  were  initially  identified.  Issues  were 
then  grouped  by  resource  and  like  issues  were  combined  into  more 
general  issues  for  treatment  in  the  plan.  These  issues  were 
reworded  in  the  form  of  planning  questions  resulting  in 
approximately  60  items.  The  scope  extent  and  importance  of  the 
issues  were  documented  to  determine  their  significance.   Because 
issues  identified  through  our  scoping  process  were  somewhat  general 
and  in  most  cases  lacked  a  clear  direction  or  emphasis,  it  was 
difficult  to  determine  significance.  All  issues  were  treated. 

Forms  were  used  to  track  each  issue  from  its  source  to  the  planning 
question  and  on  to  the  development  of  planning  criteria.   New  issues 
or  changes  to  existing  issues  were  done  as  needed  to  keep  the 
planning  questions  current.   Issues  that  were  not  appropriate  for 
inclusion  or  treatment  in  the  RMP  were  shown  on  the  forms  and 
explanations  were  provided  concerning  its  exclusion.   (See  Apoendix 
"GS"  Part  1) . 

No  other  approaches  were  tried. 

Pros:  The  tracking  mechanisms  (forms)  for  the  issues  worked  very 
well  for  us.  It  provides  a  ready  reference  for  future  use  allows 
for  easy  update. 

Cons:  Our  issue  identification  meetings  were  not  too  successful 
Major  reason  was  that  the  public  was  not  informed  as  to  our  major 
programs.  Some  directions  should  have  been  provided  to  the  meeting 
participants. 

RETROSPECT:  Research  some  new  innovative  ways  of  obtaining  issues. 
Publish  newsletters  at  least  one  year  prior  to  scoping  of  issues  to 
inform  public  of  major  issue  areas. 

2.   Developing  the  Planning  Criteria 

Approaches  tried:  The  first  attempt  at  defining  planning  criteria 
involved  a  listing  of  mostly  existing  laws,  policies,  regulations 
and  manual  guidance.   This  did  not  seem  to  provide  the  guidance  that 
these  criteria  were  intended  to  provide  so  a  decision  was  made  to 
supplement  this  list. 
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Based  on  the  planning  questions,  criteria  were  developed  that  would 
determine  how  we  would  resolve  the  issues  or^ planning  questions. 
Each  specialist  asked  himself:  What  information  or  considerations  do 
I  need  to  answer  the  planning  questions  for  my  resource?  The 
answers  to  this  question  provided  the  basis  for  what  we  called  the 
"process"  planning  criteria.  The  source  of  this  criteria  was  also 
shown  which  in  most  cases  was  the  supporting  laws,  policies  and 
manual  guidance.  The  forms  used  to  track  the  issues  (See  Appendix 
"GS"  Part  1)  were  also  used  to  track  the  criteria  to  the  planning 
questions.  The  end  result  was  a  rather  large  number  of  process 
criteria  which  identified  those  considerations  and  through  processes 
used  by  each  specialist  to  answer  his  planning  questions. 

"Decision"  criteria,  used  to  select  a  preferred  alternative  were 
developed  following  the  formulation  of  the  first  three  alternatives 
(prior  to  formulation  of  the  preferred  alternative).  These  criteria 
are  general  in  nature  and  provide  a  decision  track  and  rationale  for 
the  preferred  alternative  (see  Appendix  "GS"  Part  2). 

Pros:   The  "process"  criteria  allowed  the  specialists  to  pre-think 
how  he  would  address  his  planning  questions  and  provide  any  reviews 
with  the  methodology  and  considerations  used  to  make  planning 
decisions. 

Cons:  Based  on  the  large  amount  of  time  spent  in  compiling  process 
criteria  and  the  limited  use  of  them  by  the  ID  team,  it  appeared  to 
be  a  somewhat  unneeded  step  for  us. 

RETROSPECT:  Limit  criteria  to  those  decisions  which  would  guide  the 
types  of  decisions  needed  for  each  resource. 

"Process"  criteria  are  really  not  needed.  "Decision"  criteria  are  a 
neat  way  of  rationalizing  your  decision  on  a  preferred  alternative. 
Be  sure  you  solicit  public  input  on  these  criteria.  There  was 
considerable  interest  by  the  public  in  ours  (100  +  comments). 

3-  Inventory  Analysis 

Approaches  tried:  We  had  begun  our  inventories  on  the  assumption  of 
an  MFP  update.  We  then  switched  to  an  RMP.  Therefore,  our 
inventory  was  out  of  sync,  with  the  planning  regulations.  The 
inventory  was  not  well  documented  or  organized  in  a  referenceable 
form.  Inventory  information  was  stored  in  specialists*  files  and 
summarized  briefly  as  to  what  was  collected,  how,  and  by  whom  in  an 
inventory  summary  document.  No  other  approach  was  tried. 

Pros:  Little 

Cons:  Information  was  hard  to  find.  No  bottom  lines  were  drawn. 
Information  was  not  easily  used. 

RETROSPECT:  Inventory  information  should  be  collected  based  on 
needs  identified  through  scoping.   Information  should  be  well 
organized  and  summarized  with  some  bottom  line  conclusions  shown. 
Data  should  be  stored  in  a  common  place  and  should  be  easily 
referenceable . 
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4.  Analyzing  the  Management  Situation 

Approaches  tried:  Due  to  problems  discussed  under  3,  it  was 
necessary  to  organize  the  inventory  information.  We  decided  to  do 
this  in  the  MSA  in  two  separate  documents.  The  Resource  Area 
Profile  (RAP)  and  the  Existing  Management  Situation  (EMS).  These 
documents  are  large  and  contain  a  great  deal  of  information.  The 
documents  are  organized  by  resource  and  are  easily  referenceable. 

The  data  in  these  documents  was  organized  by  capability  units  which 
are  breakdowns  of  the  Resource  Area  based  on  ecological, 
administrative,  and  political  concerns.  All  information  displayed 
from  this  forward  was  displayed  (if  posible)  by  these  units. 

This  last  part  of  the  MSA,  the  Capability  Analysis  (CA),  was 
designed  to  allow  each  resource  to  define  possible  management 
intensity  levels.  These  levels  would  serve  as  the  building  blocks 
for  the  alternative  formulation  step.  Specific  recommendations 
would  accompany  each  management  level. 

Worksheets  were  developed  to  document  the  recommendations  and 
supporting  rationale  (see  Appendix  "GS"  Part  3).  These  capability 
levels  (scenarios)  defined  the  minimum  and  maximum  thresholds  for 
each  resource  level  and  several  levels  in  between.  A  large  block  of 
time  was  allocated  for  this  process  as  it  was  considered  to  be  the 
key  step  leading  to  formulation  of  alternatives.  All  scenarios  for 
the  CA  were  compiled  in  a  reference  document  for  team  use  and 
public  review.  Overlap  were  prepared  to  display  each  scenario 
geographically.  Considerable  interdisciplinary  input  was  required 
among  specialists.   Each  scenario  provided  a  resolution  of  the 
identified  issues. 

Pros:  Each  specialist  considered  several  possible  management  levels 
rather  than  just  one  preferred  level.  Prepared  them  for  compromise 
and  for  various  alternative  levels. 

Cons:  This  section  is  really  the  first  step  of  alternative 
formulation.   Several  scenarios  were  never  used,  therefore  creating 
excess  work. 

RETROSPECT:  Do  not  develop  scenarios.  Zero  in  on  alternatives 
wanted  and  do  this  as  the  first  step  of  alternative  formulation. 
Capability  analysis  should  focus  on  physical  and  administrative 
thresholds  established  for  each  resource.  This  will  guide 
development  of  upper  and  lower  limits  of  alternatives. 

5.  Formulating  Alternatives 

Approaches  tried:  The  first  step  of  this  section  was  the 
development  of  alternative  themes.  These  themes  represented 
possible  alternative  emphases.  Examples  of  themes  include: 

1.  Resource  Protection 

2.  Energy  Development 

3.  Recreation  Emphasis 

4.  Economic  Development 

5.  Continuation  of  Current  Management 
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Three  themes  were  selected  -  Resource  Protection,  Economic 
Development,  Continuation  of  Current  Management.  '  Each  specialist 
defined  objectives  for  his  resources  to  fit  each  theme.  These 
objectives  were  then  compared  to  scenarios  developed  in  the 
capability  analysis  to  see  if  they  match.  If  a  match  occured  (in 
all  cases  one  scenario  did  fit)  then  those  recommendations  for  that 
scenario  went  into  the  alternative.  Other  recommendations  or  a 
mixing  of  recommendations  also  occured.  Alternative  formulation  was 
documented  on  worksheets  (see  Appendix  "GS"  Part  4). 

Conflict  Resolution  -  When  all  resources  selected  recommendations 
for  an  alternative,  internal  conflicts  were  resolved.  With  the  aid 
of  computer  mapping  and  overlays  developed  for  each  alternative  (by 
resource)  conflicts  were  identified.  The  objectives  and  theme  for 
the  alternative  guided  the  resolution.  The  entire  ID  team  with 
management  input  from  the  Area  Manager  served  as  the  resolution 
team.  Conflicts  were  documented  on  conflict  resolutions  worksheets 
(see  Appendix  "GS"  Part  5).  Note:  The  computer  was  used  to 
digitize  individual  resource  maps  and  build  a  composite  which 
displayed  overlapping  recommendations  within  an  alternative. 

Pros:  This  process  worked  very  well.  Alternative  themes  provided  a 
desired  tie  to  issues.  The  computer  mapping  and  overlay  technique 
cut  our  estimated  2  weeks  for  conflict  resolution  down  to  3  1/2 
days. 

Cons:  Technology  for  computer  mapping  not  widely  available.  Could 
be  expensive.  We  did  not  have  to  fund  our  computer  staff.  It  was  a 
test  project  for  DSC. 

RETROSPECT:  I  would  highly  recommend  this  process.  Saves  time. 
Again,  I.  would  develop  recommendations  directly  from  alternative 
objectives  not  through  capability  analysis. 

6.  Estimation  of  Effects 

Approaches  tried:  A  traditional  environmental  assessment 
methodology  was  applied  using  worksheets  to  document  impacts  (see 
Appendix  "GS"  Part  6).  A  great  deal  of  interdisciplinary  input  was 
required. 

Pros:  Training  expertise  on  the  traditional  approach  existed. 

Con:   None  identified  yet. 

RETROSPECT:   No  conclusions  drawn  yet. 

7.  Select  Preferred  Alternative 

Approach  tried:  A  management  team  composed  of  the  District  Manager, 
Associate  District  Manager,  Area  Manager  and  Team  Leader  was  used  to 
select  the  preferred  alternative.  The  preferred  alternative  for 
each  resource  is  in  all  cases  either  one  of  the  original 
alternatives,  or  a  combination  of  the  original  alternatives.   An 
economist  and  the  affected  specialist  are  present  during  selection 
for  each  resource. 
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Decision  criteria  (see  Appendix  "GS:  Part  2)  were  used  to  select  the  recommend- 
ations.  Application  of  the  criteria  were  documented  on  worksheets  for  refer- 
ence and  review  (see  Appendix  "GS"  Part  7). 

The  preferred  alternative  was  assessed  for  impacts  and  compared  to  the  other 
alternatives  in  the  same  manner  as  described  in  H  above.   State  Director 
briefing  of  all  alternatives  follows  this  step. 

The  Draft  EIS  presents  the  alternatives  by  resource  rather  than  by  alternative, 
as  is  the  traditional  approach.   A  comparative  analysis  table  was  utilized 
to  summarize  the  major  actions  and  impacts  resulting  for  each  alternative. 
The  DEIS  was  published  in  three  volumes.   DEIS  narrative,  map  addendum  and 
wilderness-technical  supplement. 

Pros:   That  management  team  concept  worked  very  well.   Management  feels 
they  had  input  and  understand  the  implications  of  their  decisions.   Decision 
criteria  provide  rationale  and  tracking  for  each  decision. 

The  DEIS  format  eliminated  redundancy  of  information  and  made  for  easy  com- 
parison of  alternatives.   The  format  and  color  maps  were  highly  accepted 
by  the  public. 

Cons:   Requires  at  least  two  full  weeks  commitment  from  management. 

The  printing  costs  for  the  three  volumes  and  color  maps  were  very  expensive. 

RETROSPECT:   I  would  recommend  this  approach  highly. 
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Selecting  the  RMP 

Approach  tried:   A  management  team  composed  of  the  District 
Manager,  Associate  District  Manager,  Area  Manager  and  Team 
Leader  was  used  to  select  the  proposed  plan-  The  proposed 
Plan  was  developed  utilizing  comments  received  on  the  DELS 
preferred  alternative  and  through  additional  consultation 
and  coordination  meetings.   Comment  on  the  DEIS  dealt 
primarily  with  wilderness  recommendations,  disposal  of 
public  lands,  restrictions  on  mineral  development  and  water 
yield  proposals.   The  team  leader  and  the  affected 
specialist  briefed  the  management  team  on  the  comments  and 
responses  and  were  present  during  the  selection  for  each 
resource.  Only  minor  changes  were  made  from  the  preferred 
alternative  to  the  proposed  plan.  The  final  EIS  utilized  an 
abbreviated  format.  Displaying  only  the  proposed  plan  and 
referencing  the  DEIS.  A  coding  system  was  used  to  track 
comments  and  responses.   The  FEIS  was  published  in  one 
volume. 


PROS:   The  management  team  concept  worked  very  well.   Specialist's 
input  on  comments  and  responses  was  essential  in 
management's  decisions.   Additional  consultation  and 
coordination  also  proved  helpful  in  making  decisions.   The 
FEIS  abbreviated  format  eliminated  redundency  of 
information  and  lowered  the  overall  costs.   The  comments 
and  responses  summary  table  and  the  color  maps  were  highly 
accepted  by  the  public. 


CONS:   The  management  team  concept  requires  1-2  weeks  commitment 
from  managers.  The  abbreviated  format  required  back  and 
forth  referencing  between  DEIS  and  FEIS. 


RETROSPECT:   I  would  recommend  this  approach  highly. 


9. 


Protests 


Approach  tried:   The  affected  specialist  in  the  resource 
area  office  was  responsible  for  preparing  draft  responses 
to  protests  on  the  RMP  filed  with  the  State  Director. 
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The  District  office  reviewed  the  draft  responses  prior  to 
submission  to  the  State  office.   The  State  office  reviewed 
the  Draft  responses  prior  to  submission  to  the  Washington 
office.  A  total  of  four  protests,  all  relating  to 
livestock  grazing  management t  were  submitted.  THe  Director 
upheld  all  the  decisions  contained  in  the  RMP« 

mi 

PROS:  .  The  Affect* Specialist  has  the  most  specific  knowledge  of 

the  RMP  and  therfore,  can  most  accurately  respond  to  the 
protests.   District  and  State  Office  input  is  essential  in 
protest  responses. 

CONS:   The  Directors  office  has  format  and  content  requirements 
for  documents  receiving  the  Director's  signature.   This 
requirement  makes  for  lengthy  review  periods  at  Washington 
Office. 


RETROSPECT:   I  would  recommend  this  approach  highly, 


10.   DECISIONS 


PROS: 


Approach  Tried:   The  Requirements  of  a  Record  of  Decision 
and  the  planned  actions  of  the  RMP  were  combined  and 
published  in  a  single  document.   The  document  is  designed 
to  be  a  usable  management  guide,  by  containing  specific 
resource  management  actions,  support  requirements, 
implementation  and  monitoring  of  proposals  and 
establishingpriorities  of  implementation.   The  RMP/ROD  also 
contains  general  information  on  implementation  and 
monitoring  of  the  entire  plan,  maintenance,  amendments  and 
revisions  to  the  plan;  valid  existing  rights;  and 
administrative  actions  beyond  the  scope  of  the  plan.   The 
document  was  prepared  with  a  Core  Team  consisting  of  a  team 
leader,  writer/editor  and  cartographer.   Information  was 
taken  out  of  the  FEIS,  and  expanded  as  necessary. 

The  combined  RMP/ROD  concept  worked  very  well.  The  document 
provides  management,  resource  specialist,  and  the  general 
public  with  a  useable  tool.   Identification  of  support 
requirements  and  priorities  of  implementation  help  to  link 
the  planned  actions  with  the  budget  process. 


CONS:   Non  identified  yet. 
RETROSPECT:   I  would  recommend  this  approach  highly 


11.   MONITORING 

Approach  tried:   The  plan/ROD  identifies  guidelines  for 
monitoring.   The  plan  will  be  monitored  and  evaluated  every 
four  years  and  at  other  times,  based  upon  the  sunsitivity 
of  the  resources  to  the  decisions  involved.   This  type  of 
monitoring  will  be  conducted  to  review  the  plan  as  a  whole. 
Specific  actions  will  be  monitored  by  individual  resources 
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PROS: 


CONS: 


As  identified  in  the  Plan.  As  planned  actions  are 
implemented,  they  will  be  documented  (Appendix  7),  to  aid 
in  future  monitoring.  Monitoring  will  be  used  to  help 
establish  long-term  use  and  resource  condition  trends  and 
provide  valuable  information  for  future  planning. 
Ultimately ,  monitoring  will  determine  whether  there  is 
cause  to  warrant  maintenances  ammendment  or  revision  of  the 
plan.   When  maintenance  is  required  to  reflect  minor 
changes  in  plan  data,  the  changes  will  be  documented  as 
shown  on  appendix  )o  and  //. 

Individual  resource  programs  will  have  the  responsibility 
for  monitoring  specific  actions.  This  will  allow  the 
monitoring  to  be  detailed  and  project  specific. 

The  monitoring  identified  for  the  plan  as  a  whole  is  very 
vague. 


RETROSPECT?   Until  guidance  or  procedures  are  established  for  plan 
monitoring  this  approach  appears  satisfactory. 

12:   SUMMARY 

The  most  significant  aspect  of  the  Glenwood  Springs  RMP, 
was  the  fact  that  a  project  of  this  magnitude  was 
undertaken  and  achieved  without  the  aid  of  substantial 
written  direction  or  guidance.   However,  the  RMP  had 
several  major  driving  programs  (Range,  Wilderness  and  Coal) 
which  provided  required  levels  of  detail,  completion 
deadlines,  support  and  funding.   The  RMP  encountered 
several  problems  during  it's  development  which  accounted 
for  the  extended  completion  date  and  high  costs,   the 
problems  included:  The  lack  of  detailed  inventory  data; 
excessive  MSA  documents;  SVIM  problems,  resulting  in 
schedule  delays;  lack  of  information  on  forulating 
alternatives;  and  excessive  mapping  and  printing, costs . 

Advantages  to  the  approach  used  in  Glenwood  Springs 
include:   Utilization  of  a  large  team  resulting  in  a  true 
multiple  resource  plan;  a  detailed  MSA  shelf  document; 
specific  decisions  related  to  identified  issues;  and  a 
final  document,  useable  by  the  manager,  specialist,  and 
general  public. 
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ISSUE  IDLNTlFICAl ION/PLANNING  CRITERIA  FORMULATION 
FOREST  LANO  MANAGEMENT 


-JGl'5  7  US 
Prepared  by:  Dave  Vesie:-:y 


Public  Issue,  Management 

Concern  or  Opportunity 

(and  origin) 


Administrative  Issue 
or  Concern 


Jurisdiction  of  Other 

Management  Agency  or 

Organization 


Not 
Appropriate 


Issues  or  Items  That  Will  be 

Considered  in  the  Resource 

Management  Plan 


1A.  Promiscuous  wood 
cutting  (McCoy). 

2A.  Need  stronger  trespass 
and  enforcement  program 
(timber  users,  adjacent 
land  owners). 


u> 


IB.  Clean  up  timber  on 
King  Mountain;  it  is  a 
fire  hazard  (McCoy). 

2B.  Stronger  management  of 
forest  resources. 
Maintain  high  productivity 
(Denver). 

3B.  Continue  the 
development  of  forest 
resources  (Glenwood 
Springs). 


1A,  2A.  Law  enforcement  issues 
are  not  resource  allocation 
decisions.  They  are  needs 
identified  by  resource 
allocation  decisions 
specifying  the  level  of 
enforcement  needed  to 
accomplish  forest  management 
goals.  Law  enforcement  needs 
to  protect  forest  resources 
from  trespass  are  considered 
in  Forestry  Issue  F. 

IB  through  6B.  These  issues 
are  involved  with  the  how, 
why,  and  where  in  forest 
management  development  to 
provide  a  sustained  yield  of 
forest  products.  The 
consumption  of  various  forest 
products  is  a  management  tool 
for  the  development  of  a 
sustained  yield  program. 


Issue  B  (includes  1A.  and  2A.  and  1S.-c5.. 

Continue  the  development  of  forest  rescr: 
and  develop  a  stronger  forest  manage.T,e."t 
program  to  maintain  high  productivity. 


IB.  Revegetation/ 
reclamation  of  denuded 
lands--grass,  browse, 
timber  areas  (Glenwood 
Springs). 


3a 

CD 
Q. 


3 

CD 
en 


Q) 


FOREST  LAND  MANAGEMENT—Continued 


Public  Issue,  Management 

Concern  or  Opportunity 

(and  origin) 


Administrative  Issue 
or  Concern 


Jurisdiction  of  Other 

Management  Agency  or 

Organization 


Not 
Appropriate 


Issues  or  Items  That  Will  be 
Considered  in  the  Resource 
Management  Plan 


5B.  Locals  want  more  areas 
opened  for  community  use 
(fuel  wood,  Christmas 
trees,  posts,  and 
transplants)  (resource 
users). 

6B.  Commercial  landscapers 
want  areas  set  aside  so 
they  can  conduct  root 
pruning  programs  on 
transplants  over  a  2  or  3 
year  period  (commercial 
landscapers). 


Issue  D  (includes  1A.  and  2A.  and  1B.-6B.) 

Continue  the  development  of  forest  resources 
and  develop  a  stronger  forest  management 
program  to  maintain  high  productivity. 


Co 

ON 


> 

XJ 

— 
CD 


CO 


T3 

Q] 
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o 
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FOBEST  LAND  MANAGEMENT-Continued 


Scope  of  Forest  Land  Management  Issue  B 
(Why  included,  extent,  intensity,  and  duration. 
Summation  of  the  extent  of  the  public  concern) 


Scope  of  Issue  B 

There  is  both  local  and  national  demand  for  forest  products 
JtaJ  Portion  of  the  public  aware  of  the  importance  of  a 
supply  of  forest  products  recognize  that  a  forest 
development  and  management  program  is  necessary  to  assure  * 
continuing  supply  of  forest' products.  5S  cuttSs 
users  all  ST "  operatoCs-  P™P  cutters,  and  fuel" wood 

„   F    MSTCe  °f  Supply  find  are  dependent  on 
National  Forest  lands  and  public  lands  for  forest  product* 
They  have  to  depend  on  the  expertise  of  the  1  and  bEmS  to 
develop  programs  for  management  that  will  sup^  Er    t0 
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FOUL  ST  LAND  MANAGLML' NT --Continued 


Planning  (Juestion(s) 
for  Issue  B 


PI  arming  Criteria 


References   (Sources) 


B.   What   public    lands 
should  BLM  manage  for 
timber  resources, 
roundwood  products, 
including  saw  timber 
and  fuelwood? 


Criterion  111. 

All  public  lands  suitable  and  available  for  timber 
management  will  be  managed  for  the  purpose  of 
producing  timber  products  on  a  sustained  basis  and 
increasing  timber  yields. 


References  for  Criterion  131. 

FLPHA  1973  Sec.  102  and  103.  BLM  management  of  federal  lands  will  be  on 

the  basis  of  multiple  use/sustained  yield.  Federal  lands  will  be 

managed  in  a  manner  that  recognizes  the  need  for  domestic  resources 

including  timber  and  fiber.  Timber  is  defined  as  a  principal  and  major 

use. 


NLPA  1969  (83  Stat.  852)  P.L.  91-190.  "...policy  to  use  all  practicable 
means  to  create  and  maintain  conditions  under  which  man  and  nature  can 
exist  in  productive  harmony...." 

BLM  Manual  5000.06.  Forest  lands  available  for  commercial  timber 
production  will  be  managed  intensively  for  the  purpose  of  incresing 
timber  yield. 
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Criterion  B2. 

Forest  manageability  and  availability. 

a.  Condition  and  trend 

b.  Terrain 

c.  Ownership  patterns 


d.  Management  needs 


e.  Supply/demand 


References  for  Criterion  B2. 

References  for  Criterion  B2.  were  developed  by  the  planning  team. 

What  condition  is  stand  in--young,  thrifty;  old,  decadent;  disease  or 
insect  infested;  fire  hazard;  safety  hazard  from  old  snags? 

Is  terrain  too  steep  or  rugged  to  harvest  products  with  present 
technology  without  seriously  impacting  other  resources? 

What  impact  will  timber  harvest  activities  have  on  adjacent  landowners, 
i.e.,  a  residential  neighborhood? 

Management  must  respond  to  public  needs,  as  expressed  locally, 
regionally,  and  nationally.  Local  demand  may  be  down,  but  a  national 
demand  may  require  a  continued  high  output.  A  national  need  for  fiber 
may  influence  decisions  on  recreation  or  visual  resource  needs. 

Supply  and  demand  figures  affect  the  forest  development  programs  for 
maintaining  or  increasing  yield.  If  no  demand,  cut  back  supply. 

(References  for  Criterion  B2.  continued  on  next  page.) 
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FOREST  LAND  MANAGEMENT-- Continued 


Planning  Question(s) 
for  Issue  B 


Planning  Criteria 


f.  Site  potential 


g.  Access 


h.  Other  resource  needs 


References  (Sources) 


Is  the  land  capable  of  growing  a  suitable  forest  product  within  an 
acceptable  rotation  age? 

Control  of  access  to  public  lands  through  private  holdings  affect  long 
range  plan  of  timber  management. 

The  needs  and  priorities  of  the  other  resources,  as  identified  by  the 
Resource  Area  planning  team,  will  be  planned  to  meet  the  criteria  of 
NEPA  and  FLPMA  and  within  the  constraints  of  national  needs. 
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rOREST  LAND  MANAGEMENT— Continued 


Public  Issue,  Management 

Concern  or  Opportunity 

(and  oriyin) 


Administrative  Issue 
or  Concern 


Jurisdiction  of  Other 

Management  Agency  or 

Organization 


Not 
Appropriate 


Issues  or  Items  That  Will  be 
Considered  in  the  Resource 
Management  Plan 


1C.  Maintaining  and 
providing  roads  and  trails 
into  public  land  areas 
(existing  and  needed 
future)  (Denver). 

2C.  Legal  and  physical 
access  to  public  lands. 
(Rifle). 

3C.  Timber  lands  tied  up 
by  private  landowners 
(resource  user). 


C.  Much  of  the  publ ic 
lands  on  the  Resource 
Area  are  blocked  in  by 
private  lands. 

Management  of  these 
lands  and  the  harvest 
of  forest  products  is 
adversely  affected  by 
lack  of  access. 


Issue  C  (includes  IC.  thru  3C.) 

BLM  policy  states  that  lack  of 
access  is  not  criteria  for 
classifying  land  as  not  available 
for  management  of  forest  resources. 
Access  recommendations  in  the  RMP 
will  result  from  combining  the  needs 
of  all  resource  specialists.  For 
this  reason,  forestry  concerns  IC. 
through  3C.  will  be  consolidated  in 
the  access  section.  These  support 
needs  will  be  identified  in  the 
capability  analysis  and  refined  in 
alternative  formulation 
(see  access  section.) 


D.  What  techniques  should 
be  used  to  harvest  timber, 
i.e.;  clear  cut,  selective 
cut  (management  concern). 
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Issue  D 

What  techniques  should  be  used  to 
harvest  timber,  i.e.,  clear  cut, 
selective  cut. 


> 
-a 

to 

n 
a. 


CO 
CO 


0! 


FOREST  LAND  MANAGEMENT- -Continued 


Scope  of  Forest  Land  Management  Issue  D 
(Why  included,  extent,  intensity,  and  duration. 
Summation  of  the  extent  of  the  public  concern) 


Scope  of  Issue  Li 

Almost  all  timber  management  activities  have  impacts  on 
other  uses;  visual  resources,  recreation  activities, 
wildlife  management.  Clearcutting  has  the  best  cost/benefit 
ratio  and  may  have  soiie  beneficial  effects  for  wildlife  and 
range,  but  may  be  detrimental  (at  least  for  a  number  of 
years)  to  the  visual  resource  and  recreation  activities. 

Concern  over  harvest  techniques  used  is  based  on  the  need  to 
balance  stand  or  species  requirements  with  the  needs  or 
constraints  of  other  resources. 
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FOREST  LAND  MANAGEMENT— Continued 


Planning  question(s) 
For  Issue  D 


Planning  Cri  teria 


Reference  (Source) 


D.  Relati  ve  to  forest 
product  harvesting,  what 
techniques  will  be  used? 


Criterion  [)1. 

Sil vicultural  practices  will  be 

designed  to  meet  the  ecological  needs 

of  the  tree  species  and  to  maximize 

forest  resource  outputs  of  wood, 

water,  wildlife,  and  recreation; 

prevent  and  relieve  stagnation  of 

young  stands;  accomplish 

multi resource  management  objectives 

on  forest  areas  by  timber  stand 

manipulation. 


References  for  Criterion  Dl. 

NEPA  1969  (83  StatT8b2)  P.L\  91-190.  It  is  national  policy  to  use  all  practicable  mea 

to  create  and  maintain  conditions  under  which  man  and  nature  can  exist  in  productive 

harmony. 

BLM  Manual  5400.06.  Each  sale  shall  be  planned  to  result  in  prompt  reforestation  and/o- 
to  protect  uncut  trees. 

BLM  Manual  5600  and  5700. 


Criterion  D2. 

Public  input  expressing  needs  and 

desires  for  management  of  public 

lands. 


Reference  for  Criterion  D2. 

Public  meetings,  individual  contacts ,  letters. 


Criterion  D3. 

Guidelines  for  developing  cutting 
practices  to  develop  and  maintain  a 
permanent  productive  forest  cover 
identifying  the  various  needs  of 
different  stand  conditions  in 
lodgepole  pine  and  Engelmann  spruce. 

Criterion  D4. 

Guidelines  for  clear  cutting  and  the 
protection  of  snags  for  wildlife, 
describing  frequency,  size  and  types 
of  clearcut  patterns  and  snag  needs 
for  wildlife. 


References  for  Criterion  D3. 

Partial  Cutting  Practices  in  Old  Growth  Lodgepole  Pine,  by  Robert  R.  Alexander,  Rocky 

Mountain  Forest  and  Range  Experimental  Stations  ( 1973) » 


Partial  Cutting  Practices  in  Old  Growth  Spruce-Fir,, 
Forest  and  Range  Experimental  Stations. 


References  for  Criterion  D4. 


by  Robert  R.  Alexander,  Rocky  Mount; 


W0  72-134.  Clearcutting  on  Federal  Lands 

CS0  76-254.  Terrestial  Wildlife  in  Forest  Management 
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FOREST  LAND  MANAGEMENT— Continued 


Public  Issue,  Management 

Concern  or  Opportunity 

(and  origin) 


Administrative  Issue 
or  Concern 


Jurisdiction  of  Other 

Management  Agency  or 

Organization 


Not 
Appropriate 


Issues  or  Items  That  Will  be 
Considered  in  the  Resource 
Management  Plan 


IE.  What  level  of  timber 
harvest  should  be  managed 
for  within  the  constraint 
of  sustained  yield? 
(management  concern). 

2E.  Local  commercial 
operators  want  to  see  a 
continuous  supply  of 
materials  and  products  on 
a  local  basis  (local 
commercial  fire  wood 
contractors). 


Issue  E  (includes  IE.  and  2E.) 

What  level  of  timber  harvest  will  allow 
for  even-flow  sustained  yield  of  forest 
products. 
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QUEST  ANU  LAND  MANAGEMENT-- Continued 


Scope  of  Forest  Land  Management  Issue  E 
(Why  included,  extent,  intensity,  and  duration. 
Summation  of  the  extent  of  the  public  concern) 


Scope  of  Issue  L 

Portions  of  the  public  would  like  to  see  a  maximization 
of  timber  harvest.  Another  portion  would  like  to  see 
little  or  no  timber  harvest  because  of  the  impact  created 
by  new  roads  and  activity.  Should  a  level  of  harvest 
less  than  the  recognized  allowable  cut  ever  be  managed 
for,  and  if  so,  when  and  why? 
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FOREST  LAND  MANAGEMENT— Continued 


Planning   question(s) 
For  Issue  E 


Planning  Criteria 


Reference  (Source) 


E.  What  level  of 
harvest  will  be  allowed 
to  provide  a  sustained 
yield  of  timber 
products? 


Criterion  E 

Within  the  constraints  of  the 
sustained  yield  capabilities 
of  the  land,  a  harvest  level 
will  be  maintained  that  will 
reflect  a  practical , 
technically  feasible  and 
economical  level  of  intensive 
management  and  also  reflect 
considerations  for  protecting 
or  enhancing  other  resources. 


References  for  Criterion  E 

FL-PMA  1976  Sec.  102,  103.  Federal  lands  will  be  managed  on  the  basis  of  sustained  use  and  in  e 
manner  that  recognizes  the  need  for  domestic  resources  including  timber  and  fiber  and 
recognizes  timber  as  a  principal  and  major  use. 

BLM  Manual  1603.12  F.  GLM  policy  that  timber  production  on  a  sustained  yield  basis  from  Bureai 
administered  lands  be  permitted  and  increased  to  meet  rising  national  and  regional  timber 
requirements. 

Coordination  meetings  with  Forest  Service,  state  and  local  agencies,  and  private  landowners. 
Coordination  of  forest  output  with  production  of  neighboring  National  Forest  and  private  lands 
to  determine  production  capabilities  and  needs. 


Public  input.  Local  public  needs  and  demands. 

BLM  Manual  5000.0.  BLM  policy  that  forest  lands  be  managed  intensively  for  the  purpose  of 
increasing  timber  yield. 


BLM  Manual  5240.  Production  from  forested  public  lands  will  be  constrained  by  allowable  cut 
planning  which  recognizes  a  sustained  yield  base.  Planning  is  normally  done  on  a  10-year 
reinventory  cycle,  with  a  minor  updates  on  a  1-  and  5-year  basis. 


CD 
D. 


CD 
(A 


Tl 
Q) 


n 
o 


FOREST  LAND  MANAGEMENT- -Continued 


Public  Issue,  Management 

Concern  or  Opportunity 

(and  origin) 


Administrative   Issue 
or  Concern 


Jurisdiction  of  Other 

Management  Agency  or 

Organization 


Not 
Appropriate 


Issues  or  Items  That  Will   be 

Considered  in  the  Resource 

Management  Plan 


F.   Additional    support  will 
be  required  to  implement 
the  forest   program 
(management   concern). 


Issue  F 

Support  requirements  will  be  identified 
during  capability  analysis  and  refined  in 
alternative  formulation. 


G.  Priority  will  be  given 
to  the  identification, 
designation,  protection, 
and  special  management  of 
areas  of  critical 
environmental  concern 
(ACEC)  (management 
concern). 


Issue  G 

Areas  of  critical  environmental  concern  will 
be  identified  during  the  capability  analysis. 
Criteria  for  identification  and  designation 
of  ACECs  can  be  found  in  ACEC,  Policy  and 
Guidelines,  June3  1980. 
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Appendix  "GS"  Part  2 


DRAFT  DECISION  CRITERIA 


The  following  criteria  will  guide  the  selection  of  proposed  management  actions 
for  inclusion  in  the  preferred  alternative  of  the  Resource  Management  Plan. 
Actions  selected  will  be  those  that  best  meet  all  or  most  of  the  applicable 
criteria* 


1-   Recommendations  should  reflect  a  high  degree  of  compatibility  with  the 
goals  of  other  agencies. 

The  preferred  alternative  should  agree  as  much  as  possible  with  the 
approved  goals  of  state  and  local  governments  and  other  federal 
agencies,  except  as  those  goals  conflict  with  the  laws,  regulations,  and 
policies  which  directly  govern  Bureau  management  actions. 

2.   Recommendations  should  protect  fragile  and  unique  resources. 

Special  attention  will  be  directed  toward  municipal  watersheds, 
endangered  species'  habitat,  highly  erosive  soils,  high  quality  scenic 
areas,  and  other  fragile  and  unique  resources. 

3-   Recommendations  should  be  sensitive  to  the  expectations  of  the  local 
populace  regarding  both  the  use  of  public  lands  and  the  management  of 
these  lands,  and  public  issues  and  management  concerns  identified  through 
the  scoping  process. 

The  local  populace  often  has  strong,  but  not  necessarily  uniform, 
feelings  about  natural  resource  issues.  These  feelings  should  be 
reflected  in  the  preferred  alternative. 

4.   Recommendations  should  promote  the  stability  and  diversity  of  local  and 
regional  economies. 

Recommendations  affecting  the  supply  and  production  of  economic 
goods  should  take  into  account  the  current  and  expected  demand  for  the 
good,  its  dependence  on  public  land,  and  its  contribution  to  general 
economic  conditions. 
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Appendix  "GS"   Part  2    (cont. S 


5.  Recommendations  should  be  responsive  to  resource'  issues  of  national 
concern. 

Issues  that  receive  national  attention,  like  energy  production  or 
the  allocation  of  wilderness,  will  be  dealt  with  according  to  the 
policies  and  directives  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 


6.  Recommendations  should  reflect  the  principles  of  sound  economic  and 
fiscal  management. 

Management  actions  should  be  economically  and  administratively 
efficient  and  should  not  exceed  the  reasonable  funding  capabilities  of 
the  Bureau. 


7.  Recommendations  should  not  irrevocably  commit  the  Bureau  to  actions 
that  it  may  not  be  able  to  implement. 

Selected  recommendations  will  not  overly  restrict  management's 
flexibility  as  to  method,  timing,  or  scale  of  a  proposed  action.' 
Recommendations  will  not  commit  BLM  to  roles  normally  assumed  by  other 
federal,  state,  or  local  governments. 

8.  Recommendations  should  not  overly  or  unnecessarily  restrict  the  public's 
use  of  public  lands. 

Restrictions  on  the  use  of  public  land  will  be  placed  where  there 
is  a  demonstrated  need  or  where  law,  regulation,  or  the  physical  limits  of 
the  land  require  it. 
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Appendix  "GS"  Part  3 
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Appendix  "GS"  Part  4 
Alternative: 

Capability  Unit 

ALTERNATIVE  FORMULATION 
RECOMMENDATION  WORKSHEET 

Resource  Unit: 

Recommendation  Code: 

Recommendation: 


Rationale: 


Support  Recommendations  Required: 


151 


Appendix  "GS"  Part  5 


Alternative 


Capability  Unit 
Polygon  # 


CONFLICT  RESOLUTION 
WORKSHEET 

Resource .        Resource 

Recommendation  Code Recommendation  Code 

Description  of  Conflict: 


Resolution: 


Rationale: 
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Appendix  "GS"  Part  7 


DECISION  CRITERIA  WORKSHEET 


DECISION  CRITERIA 


RESULTS 
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Appendix  '"GS"  Part  8 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT,  GRAND  JUNCTION  DISTRIC 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area,  Colorado 
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GLENWOOD  SPRINGS,  COLORADO 


AUG.    198' 


Resource  Management  Plan 
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AREA    MANAGER 


We  are  publishing  this  news- 
letter to  keep  you  informed 
of  our  land  use  planning 
progress  and  to  invite  you 
to  comment  on  our  latest  Re- 
source Management  Plan  (RMP) 
developments. 

We  started  the  process  of 
developing  the  RMP  in  Novem- 
ber 1979  by  asking  interest 
groups,  local  and  state  gov- 
ernments, and  individuals  to 
identify  management  issues 
and  concerns  that  should  be 
addressed  before  writing  the 
plan  and  making- decisions  on 
the  future  use  of  public 
lands.  Since  that  time,  we 
have  drafted  the  Management 
Situation  Analysis  (MSA) 
portion  of  the  plan  (see  di- 
agram of  RMP  process,  p. 2). 
The  MSA  analyzes  the  capa- 
bilities of  the  public  land 
resources  to  respond  to 
those   issues   and   concerns 


identified  at  the  beginning 
of  the  plan.  It  describes 
the  resources  that  would  be 
affected  by  the  issues,  ex- 
plains how  the  resources  are 
currently  being  managed,  and 
lists  options  for  managing 
each  resource. 

This  newsletter  contains  an 
article  on  the  Management 
Situation  Analysis  on  page 
3.  It  also  contains  arti- 
cles on  how  we  are  attempt- 
ing to  identify  lands  as 
suitable  for  coal  leasing 
and  how  we  will  make  off- 
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public  lands.  I  would  espe- 
cially like  your  comments  on 
these  articles,  as  some  of 
the  work  to  date  may  be  mod- 
ified based  on  your  com- 
ments. 

I  hope  you  will  find  time  to 
read  this  newsletter,  it  is 
for  you.  In  addition  to  the 
articles  on  land  use  plan- 
ning, we  have  included  a  few 
short  articles  about  other 
resource  area  projects  that 
you  may  find  _e res ting. 
We  would  fee  to  discuss 
your  ideas  on  how  you  think 
the  BLM  should  manage  the 
public  resources.  Since  we 
could  not  include  detailed 
information  in  this  newslet- 
ter, we  would  also  like  to 
expand  our  thoughts  to  you. 
Please  call  us  or  stop  by 
our  office  in  Glenwood 
Springs  so  that  we  may  do 
so. 
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Management 
Situation 


Analysis 
Completed 


We  have  just  completed 
drafting  the  Management  Sit- 
uation Analysis  (MSA)  por- 
tion of  the  Resource  Manage- 
ment Plan  (RMP).  A  diagram 
of  the  RMP  process  is  shown 
on  page  2  .  The  MSA  pro- 
vides the  base  data  and  ana- 
lyzes the  capability  of  the 
public  land  resources  to  re- 
spond to  needs,  concerns, 
opportunities,  and  issues 
identified  earlier  in  the 
planning  process.  It  con- 
sists of  three  sections? 
(1)  the  Resource  Area  Pro- 
file, (2)  the  Existing  Man- 
agement Situation,  and  (3) 
the  Capability  Analysis. 

Tvi  the  Capability  AnEl"sis 
section,  various  options  for 
managing  the  resources  were 
developed.  Each  option  rep- 
resents a  different  level  or 
way  of  managing  a  particular 
resource.  Factors  such  as 
ability  of  the  resource  to 
produce,  consistency  of  rec- 
ommendations   with    other 


agencies1  plans,  relation  of 
supply  to  demand,  national 
objectives,  and  dependency 
on  BLM  lands  were  consid- 
ered. 


The  range  of  options  devel- 
oped for  each  resource  are 
listed  below.  These  manage- 
ment options  will  lay  the 
foundation  for  the  next  step 
in  the  planning  process — 
Formulation  of  Alternatives. 

In  the  Formulation  of  Alter- 
natives step  of  the  RMP,  we 
will  combine  the  various  re- 
source management  options  to 
form   alternative   ways   of 


•  n»  ■*  n  %f 


the  resource  area.  The  op- 
tions selected  under  each 
alternative  will  vary  de- 
pending on  whether  the  over- 
all emphasis  of  the  alterna- 
tive is  to  produce  goods,  to 
protect  certain  resources, 
or  to  do  something  in  be- 
tween. 


The  environmental,  social, 
and  economic  effects  of  each 
alternative  will  then  be  an- 
alyzed in  the  Effects  of  Al- 
ternatives step  of  the  RMP. 
Following  that  step,  we  will 
select  what  we  believe  is 
the  best  way  to  manage  the 
resources  in  the  Selection 
of  Preferred  Alternative 
step.  The  results  of  the 
entire  RMP  process,  includ- 
ing all  alternatives,  will 
then  be  presented  in  a  draft 
RMP/EIS  for  your  review  and 
comments. 


It  is  important  that  we  have 
your  comments  during  all 
steps  of  the  RMP  process. 
Therefore,  we  encourage  you 
to  review  and  comment  on  the 
management  options  that  we 
have  developed.  We  realize 
that  information  included 
under  each  management  option 
is  sketchy.   Therefore,  if 

tion  on  which  to  base  your 
comments,  please  step  by  our 
office  and  we  wili  be  glad 
to  discuss  these  options 
with  you.  We  would  like 
your  comments  by  September 
18,  1981,  so  that  we  may  pro- 
ceed to  the  next  step  in  the 
RMP  process. 


OPTIONS 


CRITICAL 

WATERSHED 

AREAS 

CONTINUE  CURRENT  MANAGEMENT 

Management  of  critical  watershed  areas  (mu- 
nicipal watersheds,  floodplains,  wetlands, 
areas  with  unstable  soils,  and  areas  with 
soil  erosion  greater  than  normal)  would  com- 
ply with  all  applicable  federal,  state,  and 
local  regulations. 


PROTECT  MOST  IMPORTANT  CRITICAL 
WATERSHED  AREAS 

The  most  important  critical  watershed  areas 
would  be  protected  by  applying  best  manage- 
ment practices.  Management  of  all  other 
critical  watershed  areas  would  comply  with 
applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regula- 
tions. 


PROTECT  ALL  CRITICAL  WATERSHED  AREAS 

All  critical  watershed  aroas  would  bo  pro- 
tected by  applying  best  management  [iruci-ictsss 
in  order  to  provide  maximum  protection. 
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WATER 
DUALITY 


v 


CONTINUE  CURRENT  MANAGEMENT 

Existing  water  quality  in  the  resource  area 
would  be  maintained,  and  measures  would  be 
taken  to  mitigate  anticipated  impacts  of 
proposed  development. 


MAKACE  MOST  FEASIBLE  SITES  USING 
OTHER  PROGRAMS 

Water  quality  would  be  improved  through  the 
management  of  other  programs,  such  as  imple- 
mentation of  grazing  allotments.  Water 
quality  would  be  maintained  in  other  areas 
by  mitigating  anticipated  impacts  of  pro- 
posed developments. 


MANAGE  MAJOR  PROBLEM  AREAS  WITH  POTENTIAL 


Ual.or  „.  ,,  ,   ,  .Appendix  "GS"  Part,  8  (cont.) 
Water  yield  would  be  Increased  on  all  water- 
sheds whenever  possible  through  management 
programs,  such  as  manipulation  of  vegetation 
for  livestock  grazing. 

MANAGE  WATER  YIELD  ON  MOST  FEASIBLE  SITES 

Watershed  areas  with  the  greatest  potential 
for  management  success  would  be  intensively 
managed  to  increase  water  yield  and  to  make 
maximum  use  of  available  water  resources. 
All  other  areas  would  be  managed  through 
other  resource  programs  to  increase  or 
enhance  water  yield. 


MANAGE  WATER  YIELD  TO  ENHANCE  TIMING 
OF  RUNOFF 

Selected  watershed  areas  would  be  intensive- 
ly managed  to  make  maximum  use  of  available 
water  resources  during  critical  need  peri- 
ods. All  other  areas  would  be  managed 
through  other  resource  programs  to  manage 
water  yield. 


Watershed  areas  with  the  worst  water  quality 
problems  and  best  opportunity  for  management 
success  vjould  be  intensively  managed  tc 
cj.jLUii/.ia<.e  or  reduce  water  quality  problems. 
Other  problem  areas  would  be  managed  less 
intensively  through  the  management  of  other 
resource  programs.  The  remaining  areas 
would  be  managed  to  maintain  existing  water 
quality. 


MANAGE  ALL  PROBLEM  AREAS  WITH  POTENTIAL 

Water  quality  would  be  improved  in  all  areas 
where  water  quality  problems  could  be  elimi- 
nated or  reduced.  Existing  water  quality 
would  be  maintained  in  all  other  areas. 


MANAGE  WATERSHEDS  FOR  MAXIMUM 
INCREASED  WATER  YIELD 

All  watershed  areas  with  potential  for  man- 
agement would  be  intensively  managed  to  in- 
crease water  yield.  All  other  watershed  ar- 
eas would  be  managed  through  other  resource 
programs  to  increase  water  yield. 


MINERALS 


CONTINUE  CURRENT  MANAGEMENT  WITH  NO 
COAL  LEASING 


WW 


TER    YIELD 


CONTINUE  CURRENT  MANAGEMENT 

Watershed  areas  would  not  be  managed  for 
water  yield  purposes. 

use  other  programs  for  water  yield 
management 


Most  demands  for  exploration,  development, 
and  production  of  minerals  would  be  met, 
except  for  coal.   Coal  would  not  be  leased. 


CONTINUE  CURRENT  MANAGEMENT  WITH 
CONSIDERATION  OF  COAL  LEASING 

Most  demands  for  mineral  exploration,  devel- 
opment, and  production  would  continue  to  be 
met.  Consideration  would  be  given  to  leas- 
ing coal  in  the  Grand  Hogback  Coal  Field. 
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UTILITY, 
COMMUNICATION,  & 

TRANSPORTATION 
FACILITIES 


• 


CONTINUE  CURRENT  MANAGEMENT  - 

All  applications  for  utility,  transporta- 
tion, and  communication  site  rights-of-way 
would  be  considered  on  a  case-by-case  basis,, 


IDENTIFY  AREAS  AS  UNSUITABLE  FOR  UTILITY, 
COMMUNICATION,  AND  TRANSPORTATION 
FACILITIES 

Areas  unsuitable  for  utility,  communication, 
anu  CraaspurcaLxori  facility  development 
would  be  identified;  facilities  would  be 
allowed  only  in  those  areas  identified  as 
suitable.  Applications  to  construct  and  op- 
erate utility,  communication,  and  transpor- 
tation facilities  in  all  other  areas  would 
be  considered  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 


LAND    TENURE 
ADJUSTMENTS 

CONTINUE  CURRENT  MANAGEMENT 

All  proposals  for  acquisition  or  disposal  of 
lands  would  be  handled  on  a  case-by-case 
basis. 


PROPOSE  LAND  TENURE  AND  BOUNDARY 
ADJUSTMENTS 

Recommendations  would  be  made  to  consolidate 
those  private  and  public  Laud  holdings  that 
could  be  managed  more  efficiently  under  a 
single  ownership.  Also  individual  proposals 
would  be  considered.   BLM/U.S.  Forest  Serv- 


ice boundary  adjustments  would  be  made  to 
increase  efficiency  and  effectiveness  in 
public  land  management. 


RECREATION 


CONTINUE  CURRENT  MANAGEMENT 

Existing  facilities  and  sites  would  receive 
minimal  maintenance  and  litter  collection. 
Commercial  permits  for  river  use  would  be 
issued.  Off-road  vehicle  (ORV)  designations 
would  be  made;  however,  overall  management 
of  ORV  use  would  be  minimal. 


PROTECT  EXISTING  RECREATION  RESOURCES 

In  addition  to  maintenance,  improvements 
would  be  made  at  developed  sites  for  re- 
source protection  (i.e.,  streambank  stabili- 
zation and  road  improvement).  Measures 
would  be  taken  to  reduce  hazards  for  visitor 
safety.    ORV  designations  would  be  made; 


luI^iUCiiL 


be  limited, 


MANAGE  TO  ACCOMMODATE  EXISTING  USE 

Recreation  resources  would  be  managed  to 
better  accommodate  existing  levels  of  use. 
Measures  would  be  taken  to  enhance  and  pro- 
tect high  value  recreation  resources.  Legal 
access  would  be  acquired  to  resolve  current 
trespass  situations  by  the  public.  ORV  des- 
ignations would  be  made;  ORV  use  would  be 
managed  to  provide  ORV  opportunities  con- 
sistent with  resource  protection. 


MANAGE  TO  ACCOMMODATE  RECREATIOf.  DEMAND 

Recreation  resources  would  be  managed  to 
accommodate  both  existing  levels  of  use  and 
projected  long-term  demand.  Demands  for  use 
would  be  met  by  acquiring  access  into  areas 
where  access  currently  does  not  exist  and  by 
managing  recreation  resources  consistent 
with  expected  desires.  Use  would  be  moni- 
tored and  level  of  management  adjusted  based 
on  anticipated  population  increases.  ORV 
designations  would  be  made;  ORV  use  would  be 
managed  to  provide  ORV  opportunities  consis- 
tent with  resource  protection. 
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VISUAL     RESOURSES 


CONTINUE  CURRENT  MANAGEMENT 

Visual  resources  would  be  managed  by  a  set 
of  objectives  established  for  scenic  quali- 
ty, viewing  distance,  and  public  sensitivity 
to  change. 


Appendix  "GS"  Part  8  (cont.) 
Streams  currently  receiving  use  or  with  po- 
tential to  receive  use  would  be  maintained 
in  above  average  to  excellent  condition  if 
possible  utilizing  best  management  prac- 
tices. 

MANAGE  ALL  STREAMS 

All  streams  capable  of  being  manipulated 
would  be  maintained  in  above  average  to  ex- 
cellent condition  if  possible  utilizing  best 
management  practices. 


DESIGNATE  SPECIAL  MANAGEMENT  AREAS 

In  addition  to  managing  by  objectives,  cer- 
tain high  quality  landscapes  would  be  iden- 
tified for  special  management.  ■  Special  man- 
agement could  range  from  allowing  no  degra- 
dation of  landscapes  to  placing  protective 
stipulations  on  project  designs  to  mitigate 
impacts. 


REHABILITATE  DISTURBED  SITES 

In  addition  to  managing  by  objectives  and 
identifying  high  quality  landscapes  for  spe- 
cial management,  selected  disturbed  sites  in 
the  resource  area  would  be  rehabiltated  to 

improve  their  visual  qualities. 


FISHERIES 


CONTINUE  CURRENT  MANAGEMENT 


WILDLIFE 


CONTINUE  CURRENT  MANAGEMENT 

Existing  wildlife  habitat  conditions  would 
be  maintained  if  possible  on  public  lands 
through  implementation  of  other  resource 
programs  such  as  range  and  timber  manage- 
ment. Limited  habitat  management  would  oc~ 
cur.  Ongoing  wildlife  habitat  studies  would 
continue * 


IMPROVE  HABITAT  TO  MAINTAIN  CURRENT 
WILDLIFE  POPULATIONS  ON  PUBLIC  LANDS 

Habitat  conditions  would  be  maintained  or 
improved  to  provide  adequate  habitat  for 
current  wildlife  populations  only  on  public 
lands.  Animals  displaced  by  development  on 
private  lands  in  the  resource  area  would  be 
lost.  Thus,  populations  would  likely  de- 
crease throughout  the  resource  area. 


Measures  would  be  taken  to  mitigate  antici- 
pated impacts  of  proposed  developments  that 
might  adversely  affect  fisheries  habitat. 
Ongoing  studies  would  continue. 


MAINTAIN  EXISTING  FISHERIES  HABITAT 
CONDITION 

All  streams  would  be  maintained  in  current 
conditions.  Streams  found  deteriorating 
would  be  brought  back  up  to  existing  condi- 
tion utilizing  best  management  practices. 


MANAGE  ALL  STREAMS  WITH  ACTIVE 
OR  POTENTIAL  FISHING  USE 


IMPROVE  HABITAT  TO  INCREASE  POPULATIONS 
ON  PUBLIC  LANDS 

Habitat  conditions  on  public  lands  would  be 
improved  to  provide  sufficient  habitat  for 
animals  displaced  by  development  on  private 
and  other  public  lands  in  the  resource  area. 
Current  total  wildlife  populations  would  be 
maintained  within  the  resource  area. 


MANAGE  HABITAT  FOR  MAXIMUM  PRODUCTION 

Habitat  on  public  lands  would  be  managed  in- 
tensively to  provide  the  maximum  wildlife 
habitat  possible.  Wildlife  populations 
might  increase  within  the  resource  area. 
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PALEONTOLOGY 


vide  maximum  livestock  use.  An  extremely 
active  management  program  would  be  followed 
where  rar.gel«nds  are  not  producing  at  maxi- 
mum potential. 


CONTINUE  CURRENT  MANAGEMENT 

The  paleontology  program  would  be  implement- 
ed as  required  by  law.  Significant  paleon- 
tological  resources  would  be  protected  from 
degradation  by  mitigating  impacts  from  other 
programs  and  projects.  Areas  that  have  not 
been  inventoried  would  be  inventoried. 


Other  management  options  cannot  be  developed 
at  this  time  because  additional  information 
about  the  palaontological  resources  is  un- 
known. This  information  will  be  collected 
as  Inventories  are  completed* 


~{\ 


M 


LIVESTOCK/ 
GRAZING 

CONTINUE  CURRENT  MANAGEMENT 

Forage  production  would  be  maintained  or  in- 
creased to  provide  livestock  grazing  at  cur- 
rent levels.  Livestock  use  could  be  reduced 
initially  where  information  indicates  over- 
use of  available  forage. 


PROVIDE  FORAGE  AT  GRAZING  PREFERENCE 
OR  GRAZING  CAPACITY 

Forage  production  would  be  maintained  or  in- 
creased to  provide  grazing  at  grazing  pref- 
erence. Current  livestock  use  could  be  in- 
creased if  current  grazing  capacity  is 
greater  than  grazing  preference.  Where 
grazing  capacity  is  below  grazing  prefer- 
ence, management  would  be  initiated  to  in- 
crease forage  production  to  grazing  prefer- 
ence. 


FOREST     LAND    \£j?/ 
MANAGEMENT 


CONTINUE  CURRENT  MANAGEMENT 

Demands  for  forest  products  could  be  met  by 
responding  to  requests  from  the  timber  in- 
dustry. Timber  stands  would  be  protected 
from  fire,  disease,  or  insects.  The  amount 
of  timber  harvested  each  year  would  vary  and 
would  generally  be  less  than  established 
allowable  cut  objectives  using  the  sustained 
yield  concept. 


MANAGE  HIGH  VALUE  SPECIES  ON  AVERAGE 
TO  BEST  SITES 

Only  species  of  high  economic  value  would  be 
managed  on  average  to  Sest  sites  by  using 
best  management  practices  for  harvesting, 
stand  improvement,  and  reforestation.  Poor 
sites  and  species  of  lesser  economic  value 
would  be  protected  from  fire,  disease,  and 
insects.  Timber  would  be  offered  for  sale 
based  on  allowable  cut  objectives  using  a 
sustained  yield  concept. 


MANAGE  ALL  SPECIES  ON  AVERAGE  TO  BEST  SITES 

All  species  would  be  managed  on  average  to 
best  sites  using  best  management  practices. 
Species  on  poor  sites  would  be  protected 
from  fire,  disease,  and  insects.  Timber 
would  be  offered  for  sale  based  on  allowable 
cut  objectives  using  the  sustained  yield 
concept. 


-MANAGE  ALL  SPECIES  ON  SUITABLE  SITES 


PROVIDE  FORAGE  AT  MAXIMUM  POTENTIAL  All  species  would  be  mangged  on  all  sites 

PRODUCTION  capable  of  beiny  managed  using  besi.  manage- 

ment practices.   Timber  would  be  offertid  fur 
Forage  production  would  be  increased  to  pro-  sale  using  the  sustained  yield  ccncnpc. 
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hells  RMP,  Elko  District,  Nevada 


A.  Preplanning 

1.  Driving  Programs 

The  NRDC  suit  court-mandated  September  1983  deadline  for  the  Wells  Grazing 
EIS  initially  was  a  factor  in  Wells  being  designated  as  an  RMP  Pilot.  Much 
later  in  the  process  wilderness  also  became  a  driving  program. 

2.  Preparing  Preplan 

The  preplanning  analysis  was  prepared  by  the  district's  chief,  P&EC,  in 
conjunction  with  the  district's  resources  staff.  The  state  office  planning 
and  inventory  specialist  also  participated.  Since  the  major  driving 
concerns  were  not  well  defined  at  the  time,  it  was  very  broad  in  scope. 
The  action  reference  plan  subsequently  developed  was  more  concise  and  issue 
driven. 

The  district's  community  planner,  working  in  conjunction  with  the  Nevada 
State  Office's  planning  staff,  developed  the  action  plan  in  May  1980.  Two 
weeks  were  required  to  put  it  together.  A  copy  of  the  action  reference 
plan  is  included  in  Appendix  "W".   It  should  be  noted  that  action  plans 
were  required  on  a  one-time  basis  for  pilot  RMPs  only  to  aid  implementation 
of  the  new  planning  regulations. 

Advantages:  The  action  plan  was  useful  in  orienting  new  team  members  and 
effecting  the  transition  to  a  new  team  leader. 

Disadvantages:  N/A 

Retrospect:  The  preplanning  analysis  we  did  was  not  very  useful  because  it 
was  put  together  prior  to  anyone  really  knowing  what  an  RMP  should  look 
like.  Future  preplanning  analyses  should  include  all  of  the  factors 
covered  in  Section  I  of  this  document. 

3.  Public  Participation  Plan 

The  pubic  participation  plan  was  prepared  jointly  in  April  of  1980  by  the 
district's  P&EC  chief/team  leader  and  the  state  office  public  involvement 
coordinator  on  the  P&EC  staff.  It  was  then  reviewed  by  district  RMP  team 
members  and  their  state  office  counterparts.  The  plan  itself  follows  the 
outline  of  the  RMP  processes  nine  steps  and  was  based  on  the  planning 
regulations  (43  CFR  1600),  NEPA  (40  CFR  1500-1508),  and  the  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  with  the  Nevada  State  Clearinghouse.  A  copy  of  the  pubic 
participation  plan  is  included  in  the  attached  action  plan. 

Advantages:  The  plan  was  laid  out  in  sufficient  detail  to  enable  a  new 
team  leader  to  supervise  public  participation  efforts  with  no  problems. 
The  organization  of  the  public  participation  plan  (following  the  RMP 
process  steps)  has  made  it  very  easy  to  use  and  reference. 

Disadvantages:  None 
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Retrospect:  The  public  participation  plan  we  prepared  could  have  been  a 
bit  more  brief  and  still  done  the  job.  A  schedule  and  listing  of  all 
public  participation  activities  would  have  been  sufficient. 

4. 


Major  issues  were  briefly  described,  but  alternative  solutions  were  not 
discussed. 

Advantages:  N/A 

Disadvantages:  N/A 

Retrospect:  The  NO  I  was  released  prior  to  either  the  issues  or  end-product 
being  defined  at  all.  As  a  result,  it  conveyed  only  a  minimal  amount  of 
information. 

5.  Preparing  Mock-ups  of  MSA  and  RMP/EIS  Documents 

A  mock-up  of  both  the  MSA  and  RMP/EIS  documents  was  prepared.  Preparation 
of  these  helped  focus  the  RMP  team's  efforts  and  gave  everyone  a  clearer 
idea  of  where  we  were  headed.  However,  it  was  not  until  the  MSA  was 
completed  and  alternatives  were  being  develped  that  we  were  in  a  position 
to  develop  the  RMP/EIS  mock-up. 

The  Draft  Interim  Guidelines  and  NEPA  provide  good  basic  guidance  regarding 
format.  Using  this  as  a  starting  point,  one  then  checks  with  team  members 
to  determine  their  requirements  and  ideas  for  both  format  and  content  and 
uses  this  to  develop  a  mock-up  or  outline.  Considerable  editorial 
judgement  and  some  creativity  are  involved.  There  was  no  cut-and-dried 
approach  to  format  development  for  a  pilot  project.  Future  RMP  efforts 
should  be  able  to  use  formats  developed  by  pilots  as  a  starting  point, 
adapting  and  refining  within  Bureau  guidelines  as  they  go. 

Advantages:  See  above 

Disadvantages:  None 

Retrospect:  Developing  mock-ups  was  particularly  useful  and  necessary  to 
us  as  a  pilot  effort  so  we  could  see  where  we  were  going.   However, 
preparation  of  mock-ups  should  prove  useful  to  any  RMP  project. 

B.  Planning  Process 

1.   Identifying.  Screening ,  and  Determining  Significant  Issues 

In  1978  and  early  1979,  prior  to  the  Wells  RA  being  designated  as  a  pilot 
RMP  area,  the  district  P&EC  chief  and  Wells  Area  Manager  made  a  district 
tour  and  had  meetings  with  livestock  permittees  in  Wells  and  Ruby  Valley. 
This  was  done  to  lay  the  groundwork  for  what  was  anticipated  to  be  a 
traditional  grazing  EIS. 
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In  developing  planning  issues,  a  series  of  public  meetings  were  held  in 
March  and  April  of  1979.   In  addition,  representatives  of  State  and  local 
governments,  including  the  Elko  Mayor  and  Elko  County  Manager,  and 
representatives  of  various  interest  and  user  groups  (mining,  livestock, 
environmental,  and  sportsmen)  were  contacted  in  Nevember  of  1979. 

Significance  of  is'sues  was  determined  using  a  method  of  anlyzing  public 
input  developed  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service.  It  involved  analyzing  both  the 
number  of  people  commenting  on  a  given  issue  and  the  content  of  their 
responses.   An  example  of  one  of  the  public  comment  processing  code  sheets 
and  a  partial  copy  of  a  Summary  of  Public  Comments  on  Issues  and  Draft 
Reference  Planning  Criteria  are  included  in  Appendix  "W"  Part  2  and  3 
respectively  to  this  section. 

It  should  be  noted  that  two  issues,  livestock  grazing  and  wilderness,  were 
predetermined  to  be  significant  by  Bureau  policy  and  other  requirements 
(e.g.,  the  NRDC  suit).  The  access  issue  was  included  because  of  the  marked 
interest  shown  by  the  Elko  County  government  and  because  of  numerous  public 
responses.  The  land  tenure  adjustment  issue  also  drew  heavy  public 
response.  A  partial  copy  of  the  Final  Planning  Issues  and  Criteria 
reference  located  in  Appendix  "w"  Part  4. 

Advantages?  The  extensive  meetings  with  groups  and  agencies  really  helped 
shape  the  issues  and  made  the  document  responsive  to  public  input.  The 
method  of  analyzing  public  input  proved  very  useful. 

Disadvantages:  Too  many  issues  (14)  were  identified.  Some  could  have  been 
eliminated  or  combined  with  others. 

Retrospect:  The  importance  of  limiting  the  number  and  scope  of  issues  up 
front  cannot  be  overemphasized.  On  the  other  hand,  the  plan  has  to  be 
comprehensive  enough  to  allow  sound  land  use  management  decisions  for  a 
period  of  years.  A  balance  must  be  struck  and  the  issues,  once  identified, 
must  strictly  circumscribe  the  subsequent  stages  of  RMP  development. 

In  the  future,  issues  will  be  phrased  as  statements.  Questions  will  be 
used  to  focus  in  on  the  problems  associated  with  each  issue.  These 
problems  will  be  the  basis  for  the  opportunities  section  or  the  MSA. 

2.  Developing  the  Planning  Criteria 

Planning  criteria  were  developed  based  on  generally  acknowledged  standard 
operating  procedures  found  in  NEPA,  FLPMA,  etc.  Washington  Office  Planning 
and  Environmental  Coordination  staff  suggested  working  backwards  from  the 
anticipated  alternatives  to  formulate  criteria,  but  this  approach  did  not 
work.   After  some  confusion  and  much  brainstorming,  it  was  decided  to 
develop  general  planning  criteria.  The  criteria  relate  directly  to  the 
issues. 

Advantages:  The  general  nature  of  the  planning  criteria  represented  the 
best  effort  at  the  time.  It  was  expedient. 

Disadvantages:  The  criteria  were  of  limited  value  because  they  were  too 
general. 
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Retrospect:  In  the  future  planning  criteria  will  be  more  specific.  For 
example,  MSA  criteria  will  include  those  questions  used  to  focus  in  on  the 
issues  as  discussed  under  issue  identification.   Criteria  or  estimating 
effects  will  include  an  initial  estimate  o  '  threshold  levels.  Criteria  for 
alternative  formulation  will  simply  discuss  the  theme  or  objective  of  each 
alternative.  Our  objective  is  to  produce  a  simple  document  with  specific 
information  useful  in  the  completion  of  other  parts  of  the  RMP  process. 

3»  Inventory  Analysis:  Data  Compilation.  Collection,  and  Storage 

Inventories  were  not  constrained  by  either  the  planning  issues  or  criteria 
since  the  inventories  were  well  under  way  prior  to  issues  being  formulated. 
The  only  new  inventories  completed  and  presently  available  for  use  in  the 
RMP/EIS  are  those  for  stream  and  riparian  habitat,  wilderness,  and 
recreation  (ROS).  VRM  and  ORV  inventories  have  also  been  completed  but  are 
not  directly  applicable  to  the  plannings.^  Field  work  has  been  completed 
for  terrestrial  wildlife,  vegetation  (weight  estimate),  and  forestry,  but 
compilation/computer  work  is  not  completed. 

Advantages:   None 

Disadvantages:  The  lack  of  coordination  between  issues  and  inventory  has 
resulted  in  unnecessary  data  being  gathered  and  some  needed  data  not  being 
available. 

Retrospect:   We  certainly  could  have  gathered  less  data  and  still  completed 
the  RMP.   However,  we  could  not  avoid  the  overkill,  given  the  fact  that 
certain  baseline  inventories  were  well  underway  prior  to  Wells  RA  being 
designated  as  a  pilot  RMP.   The  status  of  inventory  data  for  vegetation, 
terrestrial  wildlife,  and  forestry  is  going  to  complicate  the  analysis  of 
impacts. 

Late  in  the  RMP  process,  Bureau  policy  became  such  that  vegetation  (weight 
estimate)  inventory  was  not  to  be  used.   Therefore,  the  large  amount  of  effort 
expended  became  wasted. 

4.   Analyzing  the  Management  Situation 

The  MSA  does  not  contain  inventory  summaries;  it  does  draw  conclusions 
from,  and  refers  to,  inventory  summaries.   The  MSA  is  pretty  well  focused 
on  the  issues  but  the  issues  are  so  broad  in  scope  that  the  MSA  could  not 
help  but  contain  general  information  on  most  programs  and  activities. 

Opportunities  were  presented  in  terms  of  prioritizing  options  for  fencing 
riparian  areas,  developing  recreation  sites,  protecting  big  game  habitat, 
acquiring  access  easements,  etc.  Opportunities  identified  were  specific 
for  the  most  part  and  directly  related  to  issue  resolution. 

Advantages:   The  comprehensive  nature  of  the  MSA  proved  to  be  advantageous 
when  writing  Chapter  3,  "Affected  Environment",  of  the  draft  RMP/DEIS— it 
was  a  simple,  cut-and-paste  operation.  The  opportunity  analysis  led  simply 
and  directly  into  fleshing  out  alternatives,  once  they  were  formulated. 
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Disadvantages:  Given  the  broad  scope  of  our  issues,  we  ended  up  investing 
20  plus  workmonths  in  a  300  page  document.  This  seems  impractical  for 
future  efforts,  given  funding  cutbacks. 

Retrospect:   A  more  concise  MSA  based  on  a  more  limited  number  if  issues 
would  have  been  more  efficient  and  just  as  helpful. 


5.   Formulating  Alternative  Plans 

Alternatives  were  to  be  formulated  based  on  eight  subunits  called  resource 
conflict  areas  (RCAs)  and  then  aggregated  for  the  resource  area.   In 
actuality,  after  identifying  conflicts  and  alternatives  for  the  two  RCAs 
having  the  broadest  range  of  resources  and  problems,  we  found  we  had  a  set 
of  alternatives  applicable  to  the  entire  Wells  M.     Each  alternative 
represents  a  comprehensive  land  use  plan..  Each  is  defined/described  to 
exactly  the  same  level  of  detail  (with  the  exception  of  the  no  action 
alternative)  and  each  represents  a  viable,  multiple  use  approach  based  on 
sustained  yield  without  undue  environmental  degradation.  There  are  no 
"straw  men"  alternatives. 

Advantages:  Using  subunits  enabled  us  to  more  easily  develop  "real  world" 
alternatives  and  will  give  us  maximum  flexibility  in  choosing  our  final 
preferred  alternative  (we  can  pick  and  choose  for  each  RCA  in  developing  an 
overall  preferred  plan) . 

Disadvantages:   Given  the  broad  scope  of  our  issues,  we  ended  up  developing 
five  alternatives.   This  number  may  have  been  reduced  by  limiting  the  number 
of  issues  at  the  outset. 

Retrospect:  We  suspect  a  highly  formalized  conflict  analysis  process  is 
not  necessary.  A  properly  written  MSA  should  point  out  conflicts  and 
opportunities  with  sufficient  clarity  to  enable  alternative  formulation 
with  relative  ease. 
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Analyzing  Alternative  Plans/Estimation  of  Effects 

Each  member  of  the  ID  Team  was  given  a  comprehensive  list  of  the 
management  actions  for  each  alternative  and  were  asked  to  individually 
prepare  a  list  of  the  probable  impacts  to  "their"  resource  by  these 
actions.  .  These  were  then  compiled,  copied,  and  redistributed  to  the 
entire  team.   Then  they  were  asked  to  "cone  out  of  their  closets", 
discuss  their  differences  with  each  others  statements  and  prepare  impact 
statements  that  could  be  used  in  the  EIS„  These  are  the  "bullet"  impact 
statements  which  are  underlined  and  numbered  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Wells 
RMP.  They  are  comprehensive  in  nature  and  are  analyzed  under  each 
alternative  to  allow  for  comparison.  Impacts  were  analyzed  on  both  an 
RCA— wide  and  resource  area-vide  basis. 

Advantages:  Forcing  the  ID  Team  to  work  on  impacts-  alone  at  first 
enabled  preparation  of  a  comprehensive  Mst  of  impacts  as  they  generally 
wanted  to  protect  their  resource.  However,  having  to  defer  their 
statements  in  discussions  with  other  resource  specialists  forced  a 
compiling  of  impacts  which  were  meaningful  to  discuss  in  a  major  land  use 
plan.  All  the  impact  statements  are  analyzed  in  each  alternative  and  in 
the  same  order  enabling  the  reader  to  easily  compare  them.  Also,  the  use 
of  bullet  impact  statements  with  more  specific  information  following, 
enables  the  reader  to  read  as  much  or  as  little  as  he/she  desires. 

Disadvantages:  N/A 

Retrospect:  The  method  utilized  is  sound  but  I  believe  that  more 
involvement  by  management  at  this  stage  could  have  alleviated  some  major 
rewriting  that  occurred  later  on.  Also,  requiring  more  quantification  of 
impacts  would  have  been  better. 

Selecting  the  Preferred  Alternative 

This  was  probably  the  easiest  step  in  the  process.   The  District  and  Area 
Manager  met  with  the  ID  Team  and  discussed  the  probable  impacts  of  each 
alternative  by  resource  issue.  Trade-offs  were  analyzed  and,  for  the 
most  part,  conflicts  were  resolved.   However,  there  were  a  few  instances 
when  conflicts  could  not  be  resolved  that  the  managers  decided  which  way 
the  Preferred  Alternative  would  go. 

Advantages:  Each  resource  specialist  had  an  equal  opportunity  to  be 
involved  in  selection  of  the  Preferred  Alternative.   The  Preferred 
Alternative  had  management's  support. 

The  RCA  concept  of  the  Wells  RMP  enabled  analysis  of  impacts  on  a  smaller 
peof.r.ipMcai  scale  than  the  4.1  million  acre   resource  area.  Therefore, 
readers  can  ;::ore  easily  toil  where  an  imp.'.et  would  occur  instead  or 
hsivlr*  t\w   -.'o,".-."  -at  Lv  coo  ^encr.il  in  nati.L'u.   I'ubllcation  of  a  Sir  .■.-.>.  >■;. 
saved  p  r  i  ■.-:  r  I :..-,  and  ft?  1 1  a.;  ousts. 
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D  Lsadvaa£fl.;<?s :  N/A 

Retrospect:  The  socio-economic  information  and  and  analysis  in  the  Wells 
RMP  is  v._:ik.   Alec,  I  believe  later  RMPs  have  handled  the  mineral  issue 
better. 

8.  Selecting  the  RMP 

There  were  56  written  comments  and  31  verbal  testimonies  received  on  the 
Draft  RMP.  These  ranged  from  comments  about  why  were  we  not  only  going 
to  continue  to  allow  domestic  livestock  overgrazing,  but  increase 
livestock.  All's  in  seme  instances  to  asking  why  we  were  doing  so  little 
for  the  ranching  industry  in  the  way  of  range  improvements  and/or  AUM 
increases.  Many  people  questioned  our  use  of  the  3  to  5  year  average  AUM 
use  for  analysis  purposes  and  the  reasonable  and  existing  numbers  of 
wildlife  provided  by  the  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  (NDOW).  Others 
asked  why  we  did  not  use  the  vegetation  (weight  estimate)  inventory  we 
did  to  actually  allocate  AUMs  to  livestock,  wildlife,  and  wild  horses. 
One  concent  proposed  another  alternative  for  review  comments  received 
about  wilderness  were  typically  of  the  "vote  count"  variety.  All  the 
comments  were  typically  responded  to  by  restating  either  what  was  in  the 
draft  or  Bureau  policy.  No  significant  changes  were  made  between  the 
draft  and  final. 

Advantages :  N/A 

Disadvantages:  N/A 

Retrospect:  The  perception  by  the  District  and  Area  Managers  and  the 
Team  Leader  of  what  changes  from  the  Draft  to  the  Final  might  require 
issuing  another  draft  was  probably  in  error. 

9.  Protests 

Eight  protests  were  received.   They  were  in  essence  repeats  of  what  the 
same  individuals  said  about  the  draft.   They  again  ranged  from  wanting 
more  AUMs  for  livestock  and  additional  range  improvements  to  asking  why 
we  are  recommending  continued  overgrazing  of  the  public  lands  by 
livestock.   Responses  from  the  District  Manager  have  been  sent  to  NSO  and 
generally  either  restate  what  was  in  the  draft  or  Bureau  policy.  No 
significant  new  information  was  provided  by  the  protests. 

The  Governor's  consistency  review  was  received  on  March  29,  1984,  about 
51  days  after  the  protest  period  ended.   He  felt  that  all  portions  of  the 
WSAs  with  good  mineral  potential  for  metallics  and  nonmetallics  according 
to  the  GEM  Assessment  should  be  recommended  as  nonsuitable  for  wilderness 
designation.  Also  that  contour  lines  are  a  more  manageable  wilderness 
boundary  than  section  lines.   We  are  currently  modifying  our 
recommendations  to  be  consistent  with  these  statements. 

10.  Decisions 

We   haw   not   vet   be-uin   this   process. 
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Ue  have  not  yet  begun  this  process. 
12.   Sur-.ary 

Entirely  too  much  time  was  spent  on  the  early  stages  of  the  Hells  Pilot 
RMP.   The  formulation  of  alternatives,  estimating  effects,  and 
preparation  of  the  Draft  RMP  were  done  faster  than  identifying  issues  and 
preparing  planning  criteria.   Future  RMPs  should  significantly  accelerate 
these  early  planning  steps.  The  District  and  Area  Manager  should  have 
been  more  involved  before  the  Preliminary  Draft  stage. 

The  "bullet"  impact  statements  and  the  RCA  concept  are  two  significant 
aspects  of  the  tfells  Pilot  RMP.  The  former  allows  quicker  and  more 
relevant  review  by  the  reader  depending  upon  his/her  interest.  The 
latter  enables  impact  analysis  by  smaller  geographical  area  than  the 
resource  area.  This  is  particularly  important  in  large  resource  areas. 


# 
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Appendix  "W"  Part  1  (cont. ) 
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I.    INTRODUCTION 


This  Action  Plan  is  designed    to  help   guide    the  development   of 
Nevada's   Pilot  Resource  Management   Plan    (BMP).      The  planning   area 
corresponds    to   the  Wells  Resource  Area  of    the  Elko   District    and 
consists  of    two   planning  units  -  the  Contact    Planning  Unit    in   the 
north  and  Currie  Planning  Unit    in   the  south.      Notice  of    intent    to 
prepare  the  Wells  RMP  will  be  submitted  for  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register  around  May   19,    1980.      Prior  to   this  pilot  assign- 
ment,   schedules  necessary   to  complete   traditional   grazing  EISs   in 
the  Elko  District  were  triggered  by  the  Natural  Resources  Defense 
Council    (NRDC)  vs.  Morton  suit  of  October,    1973.     The  requirement 
for  meeting  mandated  court  schedules,   although  now  under  the  RMP 
concept,   remains  unchanged. 

The  geographic  planning  area   (see  Figure   1)   consists  of   approximately 
5,479,000  acres  and  includes   the  eastern  half   of   Elko   County.      Over 
4  million  of    these  acres   (80%)    are  public   lands   and  include  an 
approximate  50-mile  wide  band  of    checkerboard  ownership  which 
borders   the  railroad  right-of-way,    lies   in  an  east-west  direction, 
and  approximately  bisects   the  planning  area.     The  area,   bordered  on   . 
the  north  by  Idaho,   and   the  east  by  Utah,    also  adjoins    the  Humboldt 
National  Forest  and  the  Ruby  Lake  National  Wildlife  Refuge.      Several 
Indian  colonies  and  reservations   fall  within  and/or  are   impacted  by 
the  planning  area. 

The  Wells  Resource  Area  is   also  split  by   Interstate  Highway  80  and 
Highway  93    (Figure   1).     The  area,   considered   rural,   has  about   three 
quarters   of    its  population  in  three  "urban"  centers-Wells,   Jackpot 
•and  Wendover.     The  estimated   1980  population  of    the  Wells  Resource 
Area  is  7,000  with  a  projected    1985  population  of    9,000.      Employment 
is  principally  associated  with   tourism,   outdoor  recreation,   agriculture 
and  mining;    tourism  being   the  major  employer.'     Many  goods    and 
services  are  not  provided  satisfactorily  within  the  area  resulting 
in  residents   traveling   to  Elko,    Twin  Falls,    Idaho,    and  Salt   Lake 
City,  Utah,    for  a  large   portion  of    their  needs.      Elko,   with  a  1980 
population  of    10,452  and  an  estimated    1985  population  of    12,700,    is 
located  on  Interstate  Highway   80  to   the  west   of    the  Wells   Planning 
Area  and  constitutes    the  major  community   in  the  Elko  District. 

II.    ISSUES   AND   CONCERNS 

A  preliminary   identification  of    issues   and  concerns   has  been 
accomplished   through   public  meetings  held   in  March/April,    1979. 
Key   representatives   of    State  and   local   governments   and  others 
associated  with  major  resource  activities  were  contacted   (November, 
1979)    to  request  general   and  specific  planning   recommendations    to 
BLM. 

Management    of   Vegetation  Use   on  Public  Lands 

The  Elko   District   has  been  the  center  of   Nevada's   power  structure 
for   the   livestock   industry   since  passage   of    the  Taylor  Grazing  Act. 
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The  Elko  based  leadership  headquarters  of  the  Nevada  Cattlemen's 
Association  provides  representation  on  the  Public  Lands  Council, 
the  political  arm  of  the  National  Cattlemen's  and  National  Wool- 
growers  Associations. 

Close  ties  also  exist  among  Nevada  Cattlemen's  Association  leaders 
in  Elko  and  local  leaders  of  the  Nevada  Central  Board  and  North- 
eastern Nevada  State  legislators.  Nevada  is  the  "home  of  the 
Sagebrush  Rebellion"  which  was  initiated  by  two  legislators  located 
in  the  Elko  District,  and  has  resulted  in  the  Wells  (and  Elko) 
planning  area(s)  becoming  the  center  of  these  influential  legislators' 
focus  on  BLM. 

The  dependency  of  the  livestock  industry  on  public  lands  within  the 
Wells  Resource  Area  is  substantial.   Of  approximately  95  livestock 
operations  within  the  Wells  Resource  Area,  only  10  (11%)  have 
little  or  no  need  for  BLM  administered  vegetation  to  sustain  their 
operations.   Past  and  anticipated  changes  in  rules  and  regulations 
governing  vegetation  allocation  are  a  controversial  issue  among 
ranchers  and  others.  A  primary  concern  is  focused  on  the  allocation 
of  vegetation  among  competing  uses.  Existing  range  survey  data  are  . 
inadequate  for  determining  proper  vegetation  allocations. 

Other  concerns  relating  to  the  management  of  vegetation  include 
grazing  trespass,  change  in  class  of  livestock,  livestock  distri- 
bution, period-of-use  by  livestock,  and  management  of  wild  horses. 
It  is  expected  that  with  the  current  emphasis  on  intensive  land 
management,  the  checkerboard  land  pattern  occurring  in  portions  of 
the  planning  area  will  make  effective  resource  management  more 
.difficult  than  in  areas  where  large  blocks  of  public  lands  occur. 

The  major  wildlife  problem  under  current  management  is  the  lack  of 
livestock  grazing  systems  which  also  enhance  or  maintain  terrestrial 
and  aquatic  wildlife  habitat.   The  task  of  effectively  balancing 
livestock  and  wildlife  habitat  management  on  public  lands  through 
vegetation  allocations  for  reasonable  numbers  is  one  of  the  most 
challenging  problems  which  must  be  faced  in  the  Wells  Resource  Area. 
("Reasonable  numbers"  apply  to  big  game  and  are  determined  by  the 
Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  and  reviewed  by  BLM.   Figures  represent 
population  averages  during  the  past  10  years). 

The  demand  for  big  game  and  upland  game  bird  hunting  is  high.   The 
ability  of  the  public  lands  to  produce  continued  opportunities  for 
this  activity  has  caused  considerable  controversy  among  livestock 
operators  and  wildlife  interests. 

Public  Land  Disposals /Exchanges 

Demands  continue  to  increase  for  making  public  lands  available  for 
community  and  agricultural  needs.   Significant  economic  and  population 
growth  is  anticipated  in  or  near  principal  communities  within  the 
next  five  years.   Housing  and  other  community  demands  are  critical 
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at  the  present  time.   The  number  of  vacant  building  lots  available 
within  communities  has  decreased  markedly  as  populations  have  in- 
creased recently,  and  logical  controlled  expansion  may  be  directly 
dependent  on  the  availability  of  carefully  selected  public  lands. 

Community  and  county  leaders  are  frustrated  by  difficulties  asso- 
ciated with  satisfying  the  regulations  of  agencies,  principally 
BLM,  when  trying  to  develop  public  purpose  land.  Their  primary 
concerns  involve  Federally  administered  lands  adjacent  to  growth 
communities  and  those  lands  in  checkerboard  ownership. 

Desert  Land  Entry  Program 

The  response  to  the  recently  re-opened  Desert  Land  Act  has  resulted 
in  a  "land  rush"  response,  which  is  viewed  as  a  threat  to  many 
users  of  public  lands.  The  Act,  which  dates  back  to  March  3,  1877, 
is  intended  to  encourage  and  promote  the  reclamation,  by  irrigation, 
of  the  arid  and  semi-arid  public  lands  of  the  western  states  through 
individual  effort  and  private  capital.   It  permits ''the  entry  (or 
use)  of  up  to  320  acres  of  land  per  qualified  individual  for  farming 
purposes.   Successful  applicants  eventually  receive  title  to  the 
land.  The  Elko  District  is  presently  recruiting  to  establish  an 
inter-district,  interdisciplinary  "Desert  Land  Entry  Task  Force 
Team",  one  of  two  in  Nevada.  Approximately  40%  of  the  Nevada 
caseload  falls  in  the  Wells  Planning  Area.   The  Desert  Land  Entry 
Program  is  expected  to  be  of  long  duration. 

Mineral  Prospecting  and  Potential  Development 

Within  recent  years,  oil  and  gas,  geo thermal,  and  locatable  mineral 
(i.e.  gold,  silver,  tungsten  and  barite)  exploration  and  mining 
have  increased  dramatically.   It  is  anticipated  that  this  trend 
will  continue. 

Outdoor  Recreation  (Wilderness) 

The  road  less /wilderness  area  concept  and  program  have  been  highly 
controversial.   The  generally  negative  Nevada  reaction  to  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service  Rare  II  effort  was  strongly  reinforced  and  trans- 
ferred to  BLM's  effort.   Much  of  the  criticism  appeared  to  stem 
from  an  almost  universal  lack  of  support  and  understanding  by  local 
governmental  groups  and  the  vocal  segment  of  the  public  regarding 
inventory  procedures  and  the  intent  of  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA) .   Confusion  was  augmented  by  edi- 
torials and  news  articles  published  in  rural  Nevada  newspapers. 
However,  environmental  organizations  based  in  Reno,  Las  Vegas  and 
in  other  states  have  voiced  general  support  of  BLM's  proposed 
Wilderness  Study  Areas. 


184 


]——""—""  I 


Appendix   "W"   Part  1    (conf. 


Credibility  of   BLM 

This   concern  has   been  raised   by  most   organizations   and   user  groups 
which  have  been  contacted   to  date.     There  appears    to  be   a  historic 
lack  of   confidence   in  BLM's   ability    to  develop   and  carry  on  a 
program   to  completion.     While    this   is  not   a  resource  management 
issue,    there   is   a  potential  bearing  on  BLM's    future  ability    to  gain 
meaningful    input   from  the  private  sector  during    the   inventory/planning 
process  and,   finally,   while   implementing  programs. 

III.    STATUS    OF    INVENTORIES 

Inventory  procedures  were  funded  and  initiated  with   the   1979  field 
season.     The  planned   completion  date  for   inventory  work   is   8/81. 
The  following  specific  efforts  are   in  progress: 

Resource  Inventory  In-Hous e  Contract 

Vegetative   Inventory  X 

Minerals/Geology  X  X 

Recreation 

Wilderness  X 

Cultural   resources  X  X 

Recreation  Information 

System  X 

Visual   Resource 
Management  X 

Wildlife    (terrestrial)  X 

Threatened  and 
Endangered    (T&E)    species     X 
Non-game  species  occurrence  X 

Wildlife  (Aquatic) 

Stream  survey  X  X 

T&E  species  X 

Soil,  Water  and  Air 

Soil  survey  X                 X 

T&E  plants  X 

Surface  water  X                 X 

Wild  Horses  (fecal  analysis)    X  X 

Forestry  (woodland  products)    X 
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Selection  of  inventories  was  based  on  an  analysis  of  existing  data 
deficiences,  mandated  requirements  and  identified  issues.   Heavy 
emphasis  has  been  placed  on  vegetation,  wilderness,  soils  and 
wildlife  inventories.   The  scarcity  of  available  data  relating  to 
institutional,  social,  economic  and  geologic  information  is  considered 
a  potential  flaw  in  the  pilot  effort  if  corrective  measures  are  not 
taken  in  a  timely  manner.  Those  steps  include  filling  appropriate 
key  positions  and  ensuring  financing  for  necessary  contract  work. 

It  should  be  noted  that  all  inventory  work  will  be  contingent  upon 
time  and  budget  constraints. 

IV.  ORGANIZATION  FOR  PILOT  RMP 

The  efficient  operation  of  associated  teams  and  the  integrity  of 
established  deadlines  are  dependent  upon  management  commitment 
(CO.,  NSO,  WO)  and  the  filling  of  uncommitted  and/or  vacated 
positions  promptly.   Current  proposed  positions  which  are  key  to 
the  effort  include  economist,  editor  and  cartographic  technician. 
It  may  also  be  necessary  to  recruit  a  technical  coordinator  (environ- 
mental specialist).   Should  key  positions  not  be  filled,  or  be 
filled  at  less  than  full  performance  level,  internal  shifting 
within  the  state  organization  will  be  required  to  accommodate  team 
needs. 

A.   Management  Structure 

The  management  structure  to  accomplish  the  RMP  effort  is 
represented  by  the  condensed  organization  chart  on  page  12.. 
This  structure  may  be  modified  to  accomplish  the  EIS  phase  of 
the  planning  process.   To  the  extent  possible,  all  team 
members  will  be  assigned  on  an  "as  needed"  basis  for  the 
duration  of  the  project. 

The  preliminary  identification  of  issues  corresponds  to  the 
planning  area's  major  land  uses,  i.e.  recreation,  range, 
lands,  wildlife  and  minerals,  with  their  implicit  social  and 
economic  concerns. 

The  Interdisciplinary  (ID)  Team  will  be  composed  of  all 
personnel  that  contribute  substantially  to  the  RMP.   The 
responsibilities  of  team  members  will  necessarily  vary  and  the 
time  they  devote  to  the  effort  will  depend  on  RMP  priorities 
and  demands.   Organizationally,  the  ID  Team  will  be  composed 
of  the  following  four  units. 

1.   Management 

The  District  Manager  and  Manager,  Wells  Resource  Area, 
represent  the  two  levels  of  District  line  management  who 
comprise  this  unit.   They  will  have  total  line  management 
responsibility  for  the  District  RMP  effort. 
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It  is  particularly  important  that  the  Area  Manager  main- 
tains a  lead  role  in  accomplishing  reviews  and  providing 
guidance  to  the  project  manager. 

2.  Core  Team 

This  unit  is  composed  of  those  personnel  having  skills 
critical  to  the  organization  and  preparation  of  the  RMP. 
Members  will  have  responsibilities  associated  with  the 
following  positions. 

Project  Manager  (Haburchak) 

Team  Leader  (Community  Planner-Zontek) 

Public  Information  Specialist  (Beck) 

Environmental  Protection  Specialist  (McClendon) 

Economist  (Vacant) 

Editor  (Vacant) 

3.  "Part-time"  Team 

This  unit  will  be  comprised  of  specialists  who  will 
provide  issue  oriented  technical  input  to  the  RMP  as 
directed.  They  will  not  be  committed  permanently  to  the 
effort.  Members  will  also  assist  with  public  involvement 
phases,  programming  and  budgeting  as  needed. 

Specific  team  members  have  not  been  assigned.  To  the 
extent  possible,  specialists  will  be  drawn  from  the 
Wells  Resource  Area  staff.   Expertise  not  available  on 
the  District  will  be  provided  as  available  from  NSO 
and/or  other  Nevada  districts. 

A.   Management  Review  Team 

This  team  will  be  comprised  of  the  Manager,  Elko  Resource 
Area;  Chief,  Division  of  Resource  Management;  Chief, 
Division  of  Operations;  Chief,  Planning  and  Environmental 
Coordination  Staff;  and  Chief,  Division  of  Administration. 
Its  members  will  be  responsible,  as  directed  by  the 
Management  Team,  for  ensuring  intra-district  program 
continuity  and  staff  coordination  and  cooperation,  reviewing 
RMP  progress,  and  ensuring  that  final  planning  products 
are  responsive  and  useful  to  management.   This  team  will 
serve  in  a  general  advisory  capacity  to  the  District 
Manager  and  Wells  Area  Manager. 

B.   Core  Team  Position  Responsibilities 

Project  Manager  (Haburchak) .   The  Chief,  Planning  and  Environ- 
mental Coordination  Staff,  is  the  Project  Manager.   In  this 
capacity,  he  is  accountable  to  the  Wells  Area  Manager  and  is 
responsible  for  completion  of  the  RMP. 
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Team  Leader  (Zontek).   The  Community  Planner  Is  the  Team 
Leader.   Emphasis  in  this  position  is  on  assisting  the  Project 
Manager  in  the  total  management  of  the  project,  ensuring  that 
deadlines  are  met  and  overseeing  day  to  day  work.   He  has 
directional  responsibility  for  the  Core  Team  and  Part-time 
Team  members  when  they  are  actively  working  on  components  of 
the  effort.   Primary  duties  will  include  maintaining  schedules, 
complying  with  the  approved  Action  Plan  and  communicating  of 
any  changes  as,  necessary  to  ensure  Interdisciplinary  coordi- 
nation. 

Pending  demonstrated  need  for  a  technical  coordinator,  he  is 
responsible  for  technical  review,  and  procedural,  policy  and 
on-site  quality  standard  review.   He  is  responsible  for  providing 
guidance  to  team  members  on  the  RMP  process  and  for  assisting 
in  developing  schedules  and  outlines.   He,  with  assistance 
from  the  Environmental  Protection  Specialist,  performs  the 
following  functions:   1)  assembles  standard  data  to  be  used 
throughout  pilot  effort  by  all  team  members;  2)  reviews  all 
sections  of  documents  for  adherence  to  team  and  BLM  standards 
prior  to  editing;  3)  tracks  work  items  and  resources  to  ensure 
flow  through  document;  and  4)  provides  guidance  on  analytical 
processes. 

Public  Information  Specialist  (Beck).  The  incumbent  will 
develop  and  maintain  effective  working  relationships  with  key 
publics  and  organizations  identified  in  the  Public  Partici- 
pation Plan  (Enclosure  1),  and  will  develop  and  implement 
public  involvement  plans  and  schedules  to  support  the  RMP 
program.   In  implementing  plans,  she  will  disseminate  program 
and  policy  information  through  the  news  media,  letters,  public 
speaking  engagements,  reports,  publications,  audio-visual  aids 
and  personal  contacts.   She  will  continually  evaluate  the 
effectiveness  of  the  public  involvement/information  programs 
and  identify  sensitive  issues  that  arise  or  are  implied.   Her 
preparation  of  public  involvement/information  materials  will 
include  Federal  Register  notices  and  notifications  of  public 
meetings. 

Environmental  Protection  Specialist  (McClendon) .   The  Environ- 
mental  Protection  Specialist  will  provide  assistance  during 
preparation  of  environmental  components  of  the  RMP  in  inter- 
preting NEPA,  BLM,  CEQ  and  Interior  requirements,  and  ensuring 
that  all  applicable  rules,  regulations  and  policies  are  being 
complied  with.   He  ensures  that  technical  and  procedural 
adequacy  are  coordinated  throughout  the  RMP  process  and 
maintains  a  continuing  overview  of  the  Director's  and  State 
Director's  instructions  and  standards  relating  to  environ- 
mental protection  and  enhancement.   He  drafts  new  or  revised 
technical  standards  and  operating  guidelines  for  implementing 
environmental  procedures  necessary  or  expedient  to  the  RMP 
process. 
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Economist  (Vacant).   Incumbent  collects  and  assembles  social, 
economic,  and  institutional  data  and  information  with  pertinent 
maps,  graphic  material,  and  explanatory  aids  as  prescribed  by 
planning  criteria. 

He/she  estimates  sustainable  levels  of  the  various  goods, 
services  and  uses  that  may  be  attained  under  existing  biological 
and  physical  conditions  and  under  differing  management  practices 
and  degrees  of  management  intensity,  and  which  are  economically 
viable  under  the  benefit  cost  or  cost  effectiveness  standards 
prescribed  in  national  or  State  Director  guidance. 

The  economist  will  provide  analytical  and  technical  social- 
economic  assistance  required  by  ID  Team  members.   He/she  will 
assist  in  training  ID  Team  personnel  in  recognizing  social  and 
economic  values. 

Editor  (Vacant).   The  incumbent  is  responsible  for  providing 
editorial  management  of  style,  tone,  format  and  readability. 
He/she  is  the  principal  determinant  concerning  layout,  assembly 
and  printing  of  the  RMP,  and  ensures  the  preparation  and 
cataloging  of  public  comment  summaries.   Incumbent  provides 
the  technical  editing  expertise  necessary  in  all  sections  of 
RMP  documents  and  assumes  the  lead  in  coordinating  the  pre- 
paration of  graphics  and  illustrations.   He/she  recommends  and 
assembles  the  bibliography  and  glossary  contents.   Incumbent 
directly  assists  the  Public  Information  Specialist  in  imple- 
mentation of  the  Public  Participation  Plans. 

C.  Internal  Work  Flow 

All  material  will  be  channeled  through  an  internal  review 
process  in  which  first  cut  draft  material  will  be  reviewed  by 
the  Team  Leader,  then  edited  by  the  Editor.   Prior  to  being 
submitted  to  the  Management  Review  Team,  the  material  will  be 
reviewed  for  adequacy  by  the  author.   If  adequate,  that 
material  will  then  be  forwarded  to  the  Project  Manager  and 
Management  Team  for  review  and  comment.   When  they  determine 
it  to  be  satisfactory,  the  draft  material  will  be  final  typed 
and  assimilated  into  RMP  documents.   All  mapping,  drafting  and 
illustrating  requirements  will  be  coordinated  by  the  Editor 
and  Team  Leader  and  forwarded  to  the  Division  of  Technical 
Services,  NSO,  for  completion.   All  such  requests  will  be 
directed  to  Technical  Services  by  the  Team  Leader  only,  to 
ensure  the  efficient  use  of  drafting  capabilities  in  NSO. 

D.  Coordination 

Within  the  Division  of  P&EC,  NSO,  Jack  Seley  is  the  primary 

W.O.  and  D.O.  contact  point  for  the  Wells  RMP  project.   If  he 

is  not  available,  his  supervisor,  Bill  Calkins,  may  be  contacted, 
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E.    Quality  Control  Responsibilities 

The  Elko  District  Office  will  prepare  all  documents  and  analyses 
consistent  with  43  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (CFR)  1600, 
existing  manuals,  policies,  State  Director  guidelines  and 
Nevada  procedures.   The  Nevada  State  Office  develops  concepts 
and  procedures,  interprets  Washington  Office  guidance,  develops 
State  Director  guidance  and  assists  the  District  Office  as 
necessary. 

Specific  quality  control  roles  by  RMP  process  component  are 
contained  in  Appendix  A. 

V.  ORIENTATION  AND  TRAINING 

Programs  of  orientation  and  training  will  be  required  in  order  to 
acquaint  all  internally  associated  participants  with  the  processes 
and  goals  of  the  Pilot  RMP.  An  initial  briefing  and  orientation 
was  conducted  by  the  Division,  P&EC,  NSO,  for  the  State  Director 
and  his  staff  on  April  18  and  21,  1980.  A  similar  orientation  was 
presented  to  the  Elko  District  staff  on  May  7,  1980. 

Specific  training  on  planning  processes  will  follow  orientation  and 
will  be  conducted  primarily  by  N-920  as  specified  in  the  Quality 
Control  section  of  this  Action  Plan. 

VI.  EXISTING  AND  ANTICIPATED  GUIDANCE 

Specific  guidance  for  development  of  the  Pilot  RMP  is  being  structured 
at  the  National  and  State  levels  within  the  parameters  established 
by  the  planning  regulations  published  in  the  August  7,  1979  issue 
of  the  Federal  Register;  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
regulations  published  in  the  November  29,  1978  issue  of  the  Federal 
Register;  and  the  NSO  agreement  with  the  Nevada  Governor's  office. 

Presently,  the  District  is  proceeding  using  the  basic  guidance  pro- 
vided by  the  planning  regulations  and  incorporating  additional 
guidance  as  it  is  provided  by  the  National  and  State  levels.   It  is 
imperative  that  the  District  proceed  with  the  RMP  process  as 
efficiently  and  immediately  as  possible  in  order  to  meet  the  court 
established  EIS  completion  date  of  September,  1983.   Specific  State 
Director  guidance,  using  existing  National  guidance  as  a  base,  will 
be  issued  to  the  District  prior  to  FY  1981. 

VII.  PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT 

Each  planning  component  includes  elements  that  require  significant 
internal  and  external  input.   The  Public  Participation  Plan,  in- 
cluded as  Appendix  3,  establishes  procedures  for  effecting  required 
and  desired  public  participation. 
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VIII.  RMP  SCHEDULE  AND  TIMEFRAMES 


A  schedule  of  critical  planning  component  completion  dates  is  in- 
cluded as  Appendix  C. 

IX.  FLOW  CHART  ON  WELLS  RMP  PROCESS 

A  flow  chart  showing  the  RMP  requirements  as  they  apply  to  the  Wells 
RMP  is  attached  to- this  Action  Plan  as  Appendix  D. 
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APPENDIX  A 
QUALITY   CONTROL  ROLES 


Quality  control   responsibilities   are  outlined  below  by  RMP  components. 
Abbreviations   used  below  are:     D.O.    (District  Office);    8-910    (State 
Director);   N-912    (Public  Affairs);   N-920    (Planning  and  Environmental 
Coordination);   N-930   (Resources);   N-940   (Technical   Services);    and  N-950 
(Management   Services). 


PUBLIC   PARTICIPATION  PLAN,    ISSUE   IDENTIFICATION, 
~~~  AND    INVENTORY    LEVELS- 


Office         Roles  and  Responsibilities   for  Quality  Control 

D.O.  Prepares  documents  and  analysis  consistent  with  43  CFR 

1600,  manuals,    guidelines,    policies  and  procedures. 
Lead   Role. 

N-910  Approves/concurs. 

N-912  Reviews  public   involvement   aspects   to  assure  measures   are 

appropriate   to  the  situation  and   that  BLM  standards   are  met. 

N-920  Reviews    to  ensure  compliance  with  43  CFR  1600,    BLM  Manuals 

and  NSO  guidance. 

Coordinates  NSO  review.     Lead  Role. 

N-930  Reviews    issue  and  problem  identifications  by  specific  resource 

for  consistency  with   the  management   situation. 

Reviews   resource  inventory   levels,    standards,    procedures  and 
schedules   required    to  meet  management   needs. 

N-940  Reviews   support  activities,   management   facilities  and  carto- 

graphy for  consistency  with   the  management   situation. 

N-950  Reviews   situation  to  ensure   that  budgetary,   equipment   and 

procurement   needs   are  consistent    and   timely  with    the  manage- 
ment  situation. 
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INVENTORY 


Office  Roles   and  Responsibili ties   for  Quality  Control 

D.O.  Conduct    inventories    to  approved  quality   standards   and   to   the 

level   identified   in  pre-planning  analysis.      Lead   Role. 

Reviews    inventory  procedures   and  results   to  assure  approved 
quality   standards   are  met. 

N-920  Reviews   and  ensures   ongoing   technical   adequacy  of   social   and 

economic   inventories. 

N-93Q  Provides   training  on  inventory  resource  procedures. 

Reviews   and  ensures   ongoing   technical   adequacy  of    resource 
inventories. 

N-940  Reviews   and  ensures  ongoing   technical  adequacy  of    technical 

services   inventories. 

Provides   training  on  technical   services   inventories. 

N-950  Ensures   technical   adequacy  and   timeliness  of   contracts. 


PREPARATION  OF   PLANNING   CRITERIA 


Office         Roles  and  Responsibilities   for  Quality  Control 

D.O.  Prepares   criteria  to  standards   outlined   in  43  CFR  1600. 

Lead  Role. 

Reviews    to  ensure  consistency  with  policies,    procedures   and 
responsiveness    to  on-the-ground  conditions. 

N-912  Reviews   Public   Participation  Plan  for  consistency  with  Bureau 

standards   and  state   requirements. 

Monitors    implementation  of    Public  Participation  Plan  for 
technical   adequacy. 

N-920  Provides   training   to  D.O.   personnel. 

•  Reviews   for  compliance  with  State  Director  Guidance,    standards 
and  statewide  planning  schedule. 

Ensures  NSO  reviews   have  been  conducted. 

Ensures   public    involvement   planning  objectives  have   been  met. 
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INVENTORY   cont'd 


Office  Roles   and  Responsibilities   for  Quality   Control 

N-930  Reviews   and  ensures   technical  adequacy  of    the  resource  portion. 

Lead   Role. 

N-940  Reviews   and  ensures  on-going   technical   adequacy  of    transpor- 

tation,  cadastraJ.       fire,    safety    (hazards),   management   faci- 
lities and  support  programs.      Lead  Role. 


MANAGEMENT  SITUATION  ANALYSIS    (MSA) 


Office  Roles   and  Responsibilities   for  Quality   Control 

D.O.  Prepares  MSA  consistent  with  Planning  Criteria,    State  Director 

guidance  and  other  existing  policy  and  standards. 

Reviews    to  ensure  consistency  with  policies,    procedures,    and 
responsiveness    to  on— the-ground  condition. 

N-910  Reviews  MSA  material   and  concurs. 

N-912  Continues  monitoring"  the   implementation  of    the  Public  Parti- 

cipation Plan. for   technical   adequacy. 

N-920.  Provides   training   to  D.O.    personnel. 

Reviews   for  compliance  with  Planning  Criteria,    State  Director 
guidance  and  other  existing  policy  and  standards,    and  state- 
wide planning  schedule. 

Coordinates  needed  NSO  review. 

Ensures  concerns   of   Federal,    State  and   local   governmental 
groups  have  been  analyzed. 

Ensures   that   the  management   situation  identified   in  the   issues 
is  reflected   in  the  analysis. 

N-930  Reviews   for   technical   adequacy   for   resource  activity   recommenda- 

tions  and  environmental    consideration.      Lead   Role. 

Ensures  management   situation  identified  for  resources   is   re- 
flected  in  MSA. 

N-940  Reviews  N-940  support   recommendations   for   technical   adequacy. 

Lead   Role. 

Ensures  management   situation   identified   for  support    is   reflected 
in  MSA. 
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IDENTIFICATION  OF   ALTERNATIVES 
AND    ESTIMATION   OF    EFFECTS 

Office  Roles   and  Responsibilities    for  Quality   Control 

D.O.  Identifies   alternatives,    prepares   scoping  materials   and  RiMP 

documents.      Lead  Role. 

Reviews    to  ensure  consistency  with  policies,    procedures   and 
responsiveness    to  on-the-ground  conditions. 

N-910  Approves  District   work  on   this  RMP  component. 

N-912  Continues  monitoring  Public  Participation  Plan. 

N-920  Provides   training  to  District   Office  personnel. 

Ensures  ongoing  analytical  accuracy  and  compliance  with 
National   Environmental   Policy  Act,   Department   and  Bureau 
requirements. 

Reviews  plans   of  other  local,   state  and  federal   groups 
to  determine  degree  of   consistency  with  each   alternative. 

NSO  review  coordination.     Lead   Role. 

Monitors    integrity   or   budget  estimates   required    to  process  RMP 
and  assures   compliance  with  statewide  schedules. 

Coordinates  and  consults  with  W.O.      Lead  Role. 

Ensures   coordination  and  consultation  with   the  State  Clearing- 
house,   and  other  publics   by  methods   identified   in  the  public 
participation  plan  portion  of    the  EIS  preparation  plan. 

Reviews   consistency  analyses  of   alternatives. 

N-930  Reviews  ..and  ensures    that  alternatives,    preparation  plan 

and  RMP  documents   comply  with  Bureau  resource  policies  and 
directives. 

N-940  Prepares  maps  and  graphics    to  Bureau  standards. 

Serve  as   Contracting  Officers  Authorized  Representative 
for  document   printing. 

Review  alternatives,    preparation  plan,   and  RMP  documents 
for  consistency   with   State  and  Bureau   technical    services 
■policies   and  directives    (engineering,    fire,    access,    apprai- 
sals,   and  safety) . 

N-950  Ensures    that   contracts    related    to  RMP  meet   Bureau   standards 

before  they  go    to   the  Denver  Service  Center. 
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FINAL   RMP 


Office  Roles   and  Responsibilities   for  Quality   Control 

D.O.  Selects  RMP  in  accordance  with  manual   standards.      Lead  Role. 

Also  prepares  RMP  brochure. 

Reviews    to  ensure  consistency  with  policies,    procedures   and 
responsiveness*  to  on-the-ground  conditions. 

N-910  Reviews   and  concurs  with  RMP. 

N-912  Ensures  RMP  brochure  meets  Bureau  standards   and  authorizes 

printing. 

N-920  Reviews   selected  RMP   to  assure  RMP  and  possible  summaries  or 

brochures  meet  Bureau  and  NSO  standards. 

Reviews   distribution  of   documents. 

N-930  Reviews   for  technical  adequacy  for  resource  activity  recommen- 

dations  and  environmental   considerations    in  RMP.      Lead  Role. 

Ensures  management   situation  identified   for  resources   is 
reflected   in  RMP. 

N-940  Reviews  RMP  and  possible   summaries   or  brochures    (maps  and 

graphics) . 

Reviews  N-940  support   in  the  alternatives  for   technical 
adequacy.      Lead  Role. 

Assures  management  situation  identified  for  support   is   re- 
flected  in  RMP. 
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APPENDIX   B 

PUBLIC    PARTICIPATION   PLAN 
WELLS   RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


GOALS   AND   OBJECTIVES 

» 

I.  Inform  special  interest  groups,  individuals,  government  agencies 
(Federal,  State,  local),  Indian  tribes,  and  elected  officials  of 
various  phases  of  multiple-use  planning. 

A.  Publish  notices  to  inform  the  public  of  beginning  of  planning 
process,  and  notices  to  solicit,  through  public  participation 
techniques,  information  to  aid  in  the  identification  of  issues 
to  be  addressed  in  the  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP) . 

B.  Notify  public  of  planning  criteria  the  BLM  proposes  to  use  in 
the  RMP  process  and  receive  public  comment  on  those  criteria. 

C.  Explore  available  data  and  analyses  to  determine  their  adapta- 
bility to  Wells  RMP  effort  in  order  to  avoid  duplication  of 
effort. 

D.  Identify  sources  of  information,  both  printed  and  verbal,  that 
would  contribute  to  the  collection  and  use  of  inventory  data 
and  information. 

E.  Complete  and  maintain  a  list  of  individuals,  groups,  agencies, 
Indian  tribes,  etc.,  known  to  be  interested  in  or  affected  by 
the  RMP. 

F.  Notify  identified  groups  by  letter,  personal  contact  or  press 
release  of  points  at  which  they  may  be  involved  in  the  RMP  de- 
velopment. 

G.  Inform  general  public  of  availability  of  Draft  RMP  and  receive 
their  comments  on  those  publications. 

H.   Actively  seek  comments  from  previously  identified  publics  on 
Draft  RMP. 

I.   Notify  public  of  availability  of  Final  RMP  and  provide  ade- 
quate opportunity  for  protest. 

J.   Furnish  the  public  with  notice  of,  and  allow  for  comment  on, 
any  significant  change  in  the  proposed  RMP  resulting  from 
•  protest  action. 
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II.  Provide  the  public  with  an  understanding  of  the  BLM's  proposed 
action. 

A.  Regularly  inform  public  of  progress  on  various  key  stages  of 
RMP  and  EIS  development. 

B.  Inform  publics  and  request  their  comments  during  development 
of  issues,  planning  criteria  and  alternatives. 

III.  Ensure  that  public  needs  and  concerns  are  understood  and  considered 
by  the  BLM. 

A.  At  all  scheduled  public  participation  activities,  summarize 
principal  issues  discussed  and  comments  made.  Have  summary 
available  for  public  review  and  for  addition  of  comments  by 
participants  wishing  to  clarify  or  add  to  views  expressed. 

B.  Coordinate  with,  and  seek  advice  from,  Federal  agencies,  State 
and  local  governments,  and  Indian  tribes. 

C.  Meet  with  State  Clearinghouse  at  major  RMP  development  points. 

D.  Meet  with  Federal  agencies,  State  and  local  governments,  and 
Indian  tribes  at  major  RMP  development  points. 

E.  Become  acquainted  with  non-BLM  land  use  plans  in  order  to  uti- 
lize these  plans  in  RMP  development  and  to  avoid  conflicts 
with  previously  developed  plans. 

IV.  Strive  for  effective  interdisciplinary  approach  during  planning 
process. 

A.  Form  an  interdisciplinary  team  whose  backgrounds  are  in  natural 
and  social  sciences,  and  the  environmental  design  arts,  and 
encourage  those  team  members  to  search  for  information  and 
work  with  others  in  their  disciplines  internally  and  externally. 

B.  Ensure  documentation  of  all  external  contributions,  whether 
written  or  verbal,  and  of  all  internal  communications  which 
may  be  quoted  or  used. 

COURSES  OF  ACTION 

An  initial  identification  of  issues  and  concerns  was  solicited  through  a 
series  of  meetings,  open  to  the  public,  conducted  during  March  and 
April,  1979.   Additionally,  in  November,  1979,  representatives  of  State 
and  local  governments,  and  others  associated  with  major  resources 
activities  were  contacted  for  general  and  specific  input.   Represented 
resource  activities  included  mining,  livestock  (Nevada  Cattlemen's 
Association),  environment  and  wildlife  habitat.   The  Elko  Mayor,  George 
Corner,  and  Elko  County  Manager,  George  Boucher,  representing  the  Elko 
County  Commissioners,  were  questioned.   (Notice  of  the  preparation  of 
the  Wells  RMP  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  Monday,  December 
3,  1979). 
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The  District  will  continue  to  contact  range  users  and  other  known 
interested  individuals  and  groups  prior  to  conducting  inventories  on 
their  geographical  areas  of  interest.   Participation  by  external  affected 
publics  has  been  significant  and  survey  crews  have  been  accompanied  in 
the  field  frequently  in  response  to  notification,,   Non-Bureau  participation 
is  documented  in  the  inventory  field  party  chiefs'  diaries.   Interest  is 
expected  to  continue*  The  following  sequence  of  public  involvement 
steps  will  provide  additional  opportunity  for  the  public's  expression, 
consideration  and  inclusion  of  comments  in  the  multiple-use  planning 
process. 

I.  Complete  preparation  of  Action  Plan,  including  pre-planning  analysis, 
by  05/21/80. 

A.  Incorporated  NSO  comments  into  Action  Plan  by  03/15/80. 

B.  Action  Plan  ready  for  NSO  (N-920)  review  by  03/30/80. 

C.  Action  Plan  to  N-920  for  distribution  to  other  divisions 
for  review.   Returned  by  04/30/80. 

D.  Revise  returned  Action  Plan. 

II.  Complete  issue  identification  and  scoping  process  by  07/18/80. 

A.  Submit  notice  to  Federal  Register  (see  1601. 3g.)  by  05/16/80. 

B.  Present  I.D.  of  issues  out  of  the  Action  Plan  to  District 
Advisory  Council  for  comment  (assuming  it  has  been  chartered). 

C.  Submit  I.D.  of  issues  out  of  the  Action  Plan  to  NSO  (N-920) 
for  distribution  to  State  Clearinghouse. 

D.  Submit  I.D.  of  issues  to  affected  Federal  agencies  and  Indian 
tribes,  City  Council  and  County  Commissioners,  and  Congress- 
ional delegation. 

E.  Offer  to  meet  with  groups  identified  in  C  and  D  above.   Con- 
gressional delegation  briefing  will  be  arranged  by  N-912. 

F.  Send  issue  I.D.  and  letter  to  identified  public  groups  offering 
to  meet  in  a  small  group  or  in  a  "one— on-one"  atmosphere. 

G.  Conduct  workshops  with  livestock,  mining  and  other  interested 
groups. 

H.   Conduct  one  or  more  public  meetings  if  interest  is  expressed. 
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I.   Issue  a  general  news  release  to  ensure  complete  dissemination 
of  information. 

J.   Ask  adjoining  districts  to  review  and  comment  on  issue  identi- 
fication. 

III.  Complete  establishing  planning  criteria  by  10/24/80. 

A.  Respond  to  individuals  and  publics  who  contributed  comments  on 
our  published  draft  planning  criteria  and  on  issues  in  re- 
sponse to  previous  requests. 

B.  Publish  a  Paid  Legal  Notice  in  local  newspapers  and  submit  a 
notice  for  publication  in  the  Federal  Register  on  draft 
planning  criteria. 

C.  Prepare  a  news  release  for  use  by  local  newspapers  and  radio 
station. 

IV.  Complete  assembling  of  inventory  data,  and  dissemination  of  results 
and  related  information  by  09/30/81. 

A.  Conduct  internal  briefing  on  range  survey  results  for  NSO. 

B.  Present  gross  results  of  range  survey  to  general  public. 

1.  Range  users. 

2.  Wild  horse  groups. 

3.  Wildlife  interests. 

4.  National  Cattlemen's  Association  recognizing  it  may  be 
used  in  their  monthly  publication. 

5.  Other  interested  individuals  and  groups. 

C.  Social  .inventory  needs  will  require  publics  contacts,  mostly 
one-on-one. 

V.  Complete  management  situation  analysis  by  01/30/82. 

A.   Resource  specialists  meet  with  their  identified  publics  and 

counterparts  to  exchange  information  and  to  identify  resource 
condition  objectives,  capabilities  and  sustained  use  levels 
(1601.5-4(a)2,3,4).   Examples  of  public  participation  techniques 
follow. 

■  1.   Nominal  group  method  (1-15  members). 

2.   Workshops. 
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3e  Show-me    trips. 

4.  Review  of   media  files   and   trend   information. 

5.  Open  houses  for  soliciting  opinions   and  suggestions. 

6.  One-on-one  meetings. 

B.   Review  and  update,  if  necessary,  requirements  and  constraints 
necessary  to  achieve  consistency  with  policies,  plans  and 
programs  of  other  Federal  agencies,  State  and  local 
government  agencies  and  Indian  tribes. 

VI.  Complete  development  of  alternatives  by  05/30/82. 

A.  Brief  State  Director  on  resource  use  alternatives  developed, 
ranging  from  those  favoring  resource  protection  to  those 
favoring  resource  production.   (Include  "No  action"  alterna- 
tive) . 

B.  Issue  notice  of  intent  in  Federal  Register, 

C.  Inform  general  public  of  alternatives. 
1.   News  releases. 

•t'  c  i»e  c  leers. 

3.  Personal  contacts. 

4.  Open  houses. 

5.  General  information  sessions. 

D.  Offer  to  meet  with  the  following  groups  and  submit  to  them  an 
explanatory  "scoping"  document  concerning  the  alternatives. 

1.  State  Clearinghouse  (through  N-920) . 

2.  Congressional  delegations  (through  N-912). 

3.  Indian  tribes. 

4.  Federal  agencies. 

5.  Local  governments. 

VII.  Complete  selection  of  preferred  alternative  by  08/30/82. 

Respond  individually  to  submitted  comments  with  a  letter  acknow- 
ledging receipt  of  information  stating  how  those  comments  will  be 
considered  in  the  formulation  of  alternatives.   Explain  what  will 
follow,   (BMP). 
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VIII.   Complete  Draft  RMP  by  02/28/83. 

A.  Before  Drafts  are  printed: 

1.  Contact  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  National  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  and  State  Historical 
Preservation  Officer  for  comments  or  to  initiate  informal 
consultation,  and  document  those  contacts  in  the  drafts. 

2.  Contact  Nevada  State  Department  of  Wildlife  for  comments 
concerning  reasonable  numbers  of  big  game  populations 
discussed  in  the  alternatives. 

B.  After  Drafts  are  printed: 

1.  Issue  Federal  Register  notice. 

2.  Send  copies  of  drafts  to  Federal  agencies  having  juris- 
diction or  expertise. 

3.  Send  copies  of  drafts  to  Indian  tribes  and  interested 
and/or  affected  publics. 

4.  Send  copies  of  drafts  to5  and  offer  to  meet  with,  State 
Clearinghouse  and  Congressional  delegation. 

5.  Send  copies  of  drafts  to  local  governments. 

6.  Send  a  letter  to  libraries  asking  them  to  make  drafts 
available. 

7.  Issue  news  releases. 

8.  Consider  possibility  of  public  meetings  and  public  hearings, 
and  conduct  any  that  may  be  productive. 

9.  Encourage  speeches  or  presentations  at  local  group  meetings. 
IX.  Complete  Final  RMP  by  07/30/83. 

A.  Issue  Federal  Register  notice. 

B.  Send  copies  of  finals  to  all  who  commented  and  to  whom  we 
responded. 

C.  Send  copies  of  finals  to  Federal  agencies  having  jurisdiction 
or  expertise. 

D.  Send  copies  of  finals  to  Indian  tribes  and  interested  and/or 
affected  publics. 
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E.  Send  copies  of  finals  to,  and  offer  to  meet  with,  State  Clearing- 
house and  Congressional  delegation. 

F.  Send  copies  of  finals  to  local  governments. 

G.  Issue  news  releases. 

H.   Encourage  speeches  or  presentations  at  local  group  meetings. 

X.  Ensure  that  copies  of  the  approved  RMP  are  available  at  the  Nevada 
State  Office,  Elko  District  Office,  District  Offices  contiguous  to 
the  Elko  District,  any  detached  area  offices  that  may  be  established 
in  the  Elko  District,  detached  area  offices  of  other  Districts 
contiguous  to  the  Elko  District,  and  in  at  least  one  additional 
location,  determined  by  the  District  Manager,  which  offers  con- 
venient access  to  the  public. 

XI.  Ensure  that  any  supporting  documents  to  land  use  plans  are  avail- 
able for  public  review  at  the  Elko  District  Office. 

The  following  general  guidelines  must  be  followed  to  help  insure 
proper  enactment  of  the  Public  Participation  Plan. 

A.  Register  all  individuals  who  attend  public  participation 
activities. 

B.  Make  a  summary  of  the  principal  issues  discussed  at  all  public 
participation  activities  and  the  significant  comments  made. 

Ce   Document  all  public  comments.   Use  Forms  1541-3,  1600-16  and 
NSO  1120-26. 

D*   Ensure  that  all  contributors  to  the  planning  process  are  aware 
of  the  15-,  30-,  and  90-day  notice  requirements. 

E.   Disseminate  RMP  progress  dates  internally  through  participation 
at  staff  meetings,  Weekly  Updates  and  the  NSO  monthly  Instruction 
Memorandum  on  EIS  status,  etc. 

IDENTIFICATION  OF  PUBLICS 

I.  Government  Interests 

A.   Local 

1.   City  Officials 

a.  D.  George  Corner,  Elko  Mayor 

b.  Doyle  Hitt,  Wells  Mayor 


203 


Appendix   "W"   Part   1    (cont.) 
22 


# 


EVALUATIONS 

I.  Evaluations  are  proposed  to  take  place  at  the  following  critical 
points  throughout  the  planning  process. 

A.   Evaluation,  by  NSO  and  District,  of  the  process  undertaken  for 
issue  identification  with  a  view  ahead  to  the  scoping  process 
for  the  formulation  of  alternatives. 

Bo   Evaluation,  by  NSO  and  District,  if  a  need  has  been  determined 
through  the  establishment  of  planning  criteria,  to  modify 
the  inventory  and  data  gathering  process.   A  modification 
could  involve  altering  time  schedules. 

C.  Evaluation,  by  NSO  and  District,  of  the  management  situation 
analysis,  to  determine  any  special  public  participation  needs. 

D.  Evaluation,  by  NSO  and  District,  of  submitted  RMP  comments, 
and  the  consideration  and  response  by  the  District  to  those 
comments. 

E.  When  the  approved  RMP  is  being  printed,  a  review  and  evaluation 
of  the  entire  public  participation  process  completed  shall  be 
undertaken  by  N-912,  N-920,  Elko  District  and  other  Nevada 
Districts  that  will  be  involved  in  RMPs.   Recommendations  for  in- 
volvement of  publics  in  the  implementation  stages,  including 

the  activity  plans,  should  be  made  to  the  District  and  Area 
Managers. 
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APPENDIX  C 
WELLS  PILOT  RMP  SCHEDULE 

Public  Participation  Plan  completed  by 

Complete  and  submit  Action  Plan  to  W.O.  202  by 

Submit  Federal  Register  Notice,  1601.3(g)  by 

Identification  of  Issues  completed  by 

ID  of  issues  mailing  (inc.  State  Clearinghouse)  by 

Have  ID  of  issues  comments  screened  by 

Receive  NSO  input  by 

Comply  with  40  CFR  1501.7  scoping  process  demands 

Develop  Final  Planning  Criteria  by 

District's  screening  of  criteria  completed  by 

NSO  review  of  draft  criteria  completed  by 

DM  briefs  State  Director  and  staff  on  draft  criteria  by 

Publish  draft  criteria  for  comment  by 

End  of  public  comment  period  on  criteria 

♦Determine  final  inventory  needs  by 
NSO  review  and  concurrence  with  determined  inventory  needs  by 
Complete  all  field  inventory  and  data  collection  by 
RMP  interdisciplinary  team  assembled  by 

Complete  assembling  all  inventory  and  data  information  by 
Complete  Management  Situation  Analysis  by 
Develop  alternatives  and  initiate  EIS  scoping  process  by 
Complete  assessment  of  alternatives  effects  by 
Line  management  selects  preferred  alternative  by 
Complete  draft  RMP  by 

Draft  printing  completed  by 

Draft  mailing  (inc.  State  Clearinghouse)  completed  by 
Public  reviews,  public  meetings  and  evaluation  of  draft 
comments  completed  by 


02/80 

05/21/80 

05/16/80 

07/18/80 

05/21/80 
07/03/80 
07/11/80 

10/24/80 

08/01/80 
08/15/80 
08/26/80 
09/09/80 
10/10/80 

10/31/80 

11/14/80 

06/30/81 

08/30/81 

09/30/81 

01/30/82 

05/30/82 

08/30/82 

09/30/82 

02/28/83 

11/15/82 
11/30/82 

02/28/83 


• 
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DM  selection  of  proposed  RMP  by 

RMP  approved  by 

Final  RMP  completed  by 
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03/30/83 
05/30/83 
07/30/83 


*This  would  reflect  possible  changes  in  data  needs  resulting  from  updated 
issues  and  concerns . 
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Name Respondent'  S"  name 


Response  No. 


number  in  upper  right  corner  of  each  input  (numbered 
chronologically  according  to  receipt) 


Form.  .  -.Code,  for  type  of  response 


Who.  :  .  .Code  for  "type" 
of  respondent 


0  =  original  letter' or.  memo 
,D  =  duplicate  response 
V  =  personal,  visit 


I  =  individual  (includes  ranching  partners) 
IGp  =  informal  group  (family,  neighbors,  etc.) 
FGp  ■  formal- group  (industry,  agency, 
conservation  group,  etc.) 


#  of  Signatures. 


Residence. 


.  .number  of  people  whose  opinions  are  represented  by  response, 
as  determined  by  specific  remark,  in  response;  e.g.,  "my 
wife  and  I  believe ....  " 

.name  of  tcwn  or  locale  of  respondent's  home;  e.g.,  Wells,  Ruby  Valley 


Criterion  columns. 


Remainder  of  form. 


.Indicate  whether  respondent 'agrees  (A)  or  disagrees  (D) 
with  draft  published  criterion,  has  suggestions  (S)  for 
additions  or  modifications,  or  has  questions  (Q) . 

■• column (s)  which  follow  each  criterion  column.   Indicate 
by  a  check  mark  which  reason(s)  were  cited  by  respondent 
for  either  agreeing  or  disagreeing  with  the  appropriate 
'criterion,  or  what  suggestions  or  questions  were  raised. 
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SUMMARY  OF  .PUBLIC  COMMENTS 
ON  ISSUES  AND  DRAFT  PLANNING1  CRITERIA- 
WELLS  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


Approximately  4,400  copies  of  the  issues  and  planning  criteria  proposed 
for  the  Wells  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  were  made  available  to  the 
public  in  late  January  1981.  The  planning  material  was  published  in  a 
district  newsletter,  the  Sase,-  which  was  mailed  to  selected  individuals. 
. elected. off icials,  interest  groups,  agencies,  etc-  (approximately  350 
copies).,  as  well  as  distributed  to.  the  subscribers  o'f  .the  Elko  Daily 
Free  Press  as  a  supplement  (approximately  4,000  copies).  Comments  were 
requested.  i>y  March  2,  1981.  At  the  time  of  •  this  summary  (March  27, 
1981)  57  individuals  and  groups  (including' 10  agencies  involved  in  the 
Nevada  State  Clearinghouse- coordinated  response)  had  replied.  One  reply 
contained  no  comments"  on  the  published  material. 

The  respondents  included  33  individuals  (including  ranching  partners), 
15  government  agencies;  4  economic  interest  groups,  2  conservation 
groups,  2  "informal  groups"  (a  family  and  an  EIS  consultant  presumably 
speaking' for.  his" clients) ».  and  1  university  department  spokesman.  Seve^ 
respondents  were  from  out  of  state; '38  were  residents  of  the  Wells 
Resource  Area  (RA).-ot  Elko*  the  remainder  (12)  were  from  the  Reno- 
Gafson  City  area. 

The  xssponsss  included  c— c  rcrccnci  Ti^it  fclicvsd-  b**  a  letter  frc^  th^ 
same  individual;  the  letter  contained  no  specific  comments  on  the 
planning  material.  All  other  comments  were  written.  Fifteen  duplicate 
responses  were  received.  These  included  one  duplicate  cf  an  original 
letter  from  a  Nevada  Division  of  State-Lands  spokesman  and  14  duplicates 
of  original' comments  (in-  list  format)--  by -a-  Ruby  Valley  permittee.  All 
14  persons  submitting  duplicate  responses  were -also  Ruby  Valley  residents. 
Three  of  these  duplicate  responses  were  accompanied  by  the  original 
■remarks.  In  effect ,-  44  original  "comments  we're  received. 

Those  groups  which  did  not  respond,  but  which  could  have  been  expected 
to,  included  NRDC,  Sierra  Club,  lo'cal  governments,  and  sportsmen's 
interests.  Thirty-one,  or  about  53  percent,  of  the  respondents  in  the 
earlier  issues  identification  process  did  not  comment  during  this  second 
planning  phase. 

Five  .responses,,  all  nonlocal,  indicated' general  approval  of  the  issues 
and  planning  criteria.-  Two,  both  local,  indicated  blanket  disapproval. 
The  Issues  categories  which  attracted  the  most  interest  were  vegetation 
and  real  estate-  management. 

Comments  are  summarized  by  individual  issue  below.  (Note:   the  original 
comments  by.Jolin Ne.tf  and  14  duplicates  will  be  referred  to  as  the  Ruby 
Valley -Comment*^.  Numbers  given' in- parentheses  indicate  the  number  of 
respondents  who  voiced  the  preceding  opinion  or  reason. 
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Land  Tenure  Adjustments 

Twenty-one  comments  were 'received,   of*  which  six  were  original.     Most 
consisted  primarily  of  suggestions.     The  Ruby  Valley  comments  voiced 
support  for  blocking  checkerboard  lands   to- facilitate  private  land 
management;   sales  of   isolated. public  parcels;  and.-  sales   to  benefit  local 
residents,    particularly  in  the  expanding  towns  of  Wells  and  Elko.     Other 
recommendations "involyed  considering  the  creation  of  more  .manageable 
nonpublic  land  tracts    (3),   disposing  of  unmanageable  public   land  tracts 
(1),  obtaining   local  government  approval  of  proposed .purchases  and 
withdrawals    (1).,   considering  exchanges  if  value  of  acquisition  is  equal 
to  or  greater. than  retention  (1),  carrying'  out  exchanges  to  facilitate 
resource  management   (2).,  and  ensuring  .that  exchanges  .are  made  "in  kind" 
to  maintain  critical,  wildlife  habitat  under  ;pub lie  ownership  XI). 

Access 

Nine  original  and'  15  duplicate  responses  were  received  on  this  issue. 
The  Ruby  Valley. comments  evinced  concern  for  the  potential  effects  on 
landowners  of  acquiring  public  access.     They  suggested  that  access 

^acquisition  needs  be  determined  only -through- consultation  with. landowners . 
They  also  voiced  objections"  to  using  the  condemnation  process.     Another 

■respondent,  stated  .that. if. .condemnation-was  ^necessary  to  acquire  access, 
"proper  safeguards"  should' be  afforded  landowners.      Comments  of  other 
rss~-'2*ieni.s  luciutle*!'  dVisaaLilsfc'  that  'Jensen'l  is  UIgh  before  developing 
access-  (1),  making  sure. that  access  acquisition  is   "reasonable"    (i), 
developing  more  access  on  public  land  instead  of  across  private  land 
(1),  and  considering  the  effect  of  improved  access  on  hunting  pressure 
and  wildlife  populations .(1) .     Two  respondents  stated   that  the  agency 
obtaining-  legal,  access  should  assume  responsibility -.for  possible  resulting 
damage.     Another  individual  objected  to  the  provision  for  coordination 
with- Indian. tribes.     Only : four  respondents  were  nonlocal.     Two  of  them 

.suggested:retaining-,or..proyidins;access.  in  the;' event  of  sales  or  exchanges. 
One  -'favored  '•identification  of'  transportation  corridors,    existing  rights- 
of-way  favored*  for  expansion^ "and  right-of-way  avoidance -areas.     One 
generally  approved- of   the  published  criteria. 

Recreation  Management 

Of  eight  respondents-,    five  were  residents  .of   the  Elko-Wells  area.     The 
Nevada  Division  of   State  Parks   fe.lt   recreation  was   adequately  addressed. 
Other  respondents   suggested   identifying   recreational   land  acquisition 
needs    (1),   giving  water  recreation. areas   special  management   attention 
(1),  -and:  developing.,  exist  ins  areas  before  considering  new  developments 
(I).     Certain':  local   residents  suggested  additional  criteria   for  limited 
ORV  designnciisns;  -l.-e;  ..•sensbhar'clostires.  :<(2) ,   periods-  of-  use  according. 
to  soil -- condition   (2);  of  animal'  gestation    (1),    and  harassment   of   livestock 
or-  darcate   to  .'their-  habitat  C4-) 
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Ik-S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
ELKO  DISTRICT . OFFIC E 

SEPTEMBER,  1981 


FINAL  PLANNING .CRITERIA 

WELLS  RESOURCE  AREA 
RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
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PREFACE 


This  document  contains  final  planning  criteria  .that  have  been  developed 
in  accordance  with  43CFR  1601.5-2.  Draft  criteria  were  published  in 
newspaper  format  (The  Sage)  and  distributed  to  the  public  for  a  30-day 
comment  period. in  January  1981.  Comments  received  from  persons, 
agencies,  and  interest  grbups  were  analyzed  and  incorporated  to  the 
extent  possible. 

These  criteria  will  now  be  used -to  guide  the  development  of  the  Well's 
Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP). 

Implementation  of  the  Coordinated  Resource  Management  and  Planning  (CRMP) 
process,  is  also  anticipated  in "the  Wells  planning  area.'  CRMP  is  the 
process  that  brings  together '.all  people  concerned  with  management  of 
resources  in  a  given  local  area:  .landowners,  land  management  agencies, 
users,  and  other  interest  groups.  The  key  element  that  differentiates 
CRMP  from  other  planning  efforts  is  that  it  is  undertaken  and  led  by 
local. groups.  While  the  CRMP  process  does  not  override  the  decision 
making  authority  df  "those  .responsible.. for  the  private  and  puolic  re- 
sources, the  recommendations  of  local  CRMP' groups  will 'be  influential. 
Where  applicable,  the  Wells  RMP  and/or  future-  plans  resulting  from  it 
will* be.  prepared  in  conjunction  with  local  CRMP  efforts. 

I-.   REAL  ESTATE  MANAGEMENT 

A.   ISSUE:  Where  are  land  tenure  adjustments  needed  and  how  should 
they  .be  accomplished? 

Management- problems  involving  access,- construction  of  public 
wnrfcs  'nrnjprrs,  trespass.  p£c.  .  occtir  in  certain  areas  as  a 
result  of  the  public-private  land  ownership  mixture. '  Public 
lands  are  In  demand  for -agricultural  development,  urban -and 
residential  expansion,  and  other  intensive  uses.   Public  lands 
can  be ^disposed  of  for  these  or  other  purposes  if  disposal 
serves  the  national  interest.  A -variety  of  realty  procedures 
are  available  which  could  help  meet  these  needs  and  resolve 
land  management  problems. 

Planning  Criteria 

1.   Consider  disposal  methods  for  proposed  land  tenure  adjust- 
ments in  the  following-  order  of  priority: 

a«   Public  purposes 

b.   Exchanges 


• 
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e«   Sales  and/or  agricultural  entry 

2.   Consider  for  lease  or  conveyance  under  the  Recreation  and 
Public  Purposes  Act  any  parcel  pf  land  which,  has  been 
Identified  by  city,  county,  or  state  planning  as  required 
for  municipal  purposes. 

3«   Consider  exchanges  if j 

a.  The  public .values  of  acquiring  certain  lands  are 
equal-  to  or  greater- than  public  values  of  retaining 
the  public  land  under  federal  ownership. 

b.  They  would  result  in  acquiring  tracts  of  public  land 
which  are  manageable  units  and  in-  the  national 
Interest. 

4.   Consider  the  sale  of  a  parcel  of '  land- if": 

a.  It"ls*.diffic«lt  or  uneconomical  to  manage  and  is  not 
suitable  for  management  by  another  federal  agency. 

b.  It  was  acquired  for  a  specific  purpose  which  is  no 
longer  served  by  retention. 

6.   Disposal  would  serve  important  public  objectives 

which  -could  not  be  'achieved  on  public  land  and  which 
would  outweigh  the  public  objectives  and  values  which 
would  be  served  by  retention. 


5.   Consider  allowing  agricultural  entry  (Desert  Land  Act.  or. 

a.  There  is  unappropriated  ground  water  available  and 
the  development  of  new  irrigation  wells  meets  the 
criteria  established  by  the  state  water  engineer. 

b.  The  land  is  suitable  for  agricultural  Use  as  estab- 
lished through  appropriate  laws  and  regulations. 

c.  The  land  meets  the  disposal  criteria  listed  in  item  2 
above. 

fr.   Consider  for  withdrawal  any  parcel  of  land  which  another 
federal  agency  has  shown  to  be  necessary  to  its  programs. 

7.   Where  a  critical  resource  need  for  a  tract  of  land  is 
identified,  consider  purchase  only  if  other  forms  of 
acquisition  (e.g.,  exchange,  easements,  etc.)  are  not 
feasible. 
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B.  ISSUE:  How  can  legal  access  be  provided  to  all  public  lands? 

Legal  access  is  necessary  to  enable-  continued  public  use  and  to 
facilitate  effective  management  of-  all  public  lands.  Legal 
access  is  defined  as  the  lawful  right  to  enter  or  leave  a 
parcel  of  land.  It  includes  the  right  to  enter  adjacent  public 
land  from  an  existing  public  road  or  trail,  as  well  as. from 
roads  or  trails  that  lead  to  public  land  through  private 
property. 

Planning  Criteria 

1.  Base,  type  (roads,  trails)  of  legal  access  on  management 
needs. 

2.  Select  roads'  and  trails  for  inclusion  in  the  transpor- 
tation system  according  to: 

a.  Type  and  frequency  of  historical  use 

b.  Identified  public  needs 

c.  Management  requirements. 

d.  Coordination  with  -other  reaeral  agencies;  state, 
county,  and  local  governments;  Indian  tribes;  and 
affected  private  land  owners 

3»   Establish  priorities  for  access  acquisition  on  the  basis 
of  identified  public  and  administrative  needs. 

4.   Where  cost  effective,  consider  consolidating  roads  or 
trails  that ■ serve ' common  purposes ,  origins ,  and/or 
destinations. 

C.  ISSUE:  Which  lands,  if  any,  should  receive  special  management 
for  their  recreation  potential? 

Special  recreation  management  can  include  designation,  protec- 
tion, and/or  development  of  certain  areas  for  a  variety  of 
significant  recreational  values.   Recreation  management  should 
be  designed  to  provide  for  current  uses  as  well  as  to  accom- 
modate projected-  demands,  while  ensuring  protection  of  base 
resources. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  has  conducted  inventories  to 
identify  the  best  remaining  relatively  natural  and  free-flowing 
stream  segments  in  the  United  States.   Some  of  these  stream 
segments  may  meet  minimum  criteria  for  further  study  as  po- 
tential components  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System.  The  Murys  River  from  the  western  boundary  of  Section 
13,  T.  42  N. ,  R.  59  E..,  to  .its  source  was  so  identified. 
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Planning  Criteria 

1«   In  evaluating  the  suitability  of  recreational  lands  for 
special  designations,  protection,  and/or  development: 

a.  Give  priority  to  areas  which-  provide  opportunities 
for  more  than  one  recreational  activity. 

b.  Consider  recreational  demands  outlined  in  the 
Statewide  Comprehensive  Outdoor  Recreation  Plan 
(SCDRP),  or  county  or  local  planning  documents. 

e«   Consider  for  development/areas  which  receive  at  least 
1,500  visitor-days  per  year. 

d.   Take  into  account  the  availability  or  feasibility  of 
nonfederal  areas  or  facilities-  whenever  considering 
intensive  recreational  development. 

2*   In  general,  maintain  ail  lands  open  to  off-road  vehicle 
(0R.V).  use-.  Consider  a  limited  or  closed- tn-ORV  desig- 
nation if: 


a*   Signif icant  cultural  or  natural  features  may  be 
damaged. 

b.   Harassment  of  wildlife  or  damage  to  wildlife  habitat 
may  occur. 

Co   Threatened  or  endangered  species  may  be  adversely 
Impacted. 

d.  Wilderness  suitability  of  wilderness  study  areas  may 
be  impaired. 

e.  Extreme  natural  or  manmade  hazards  to  human  life  or 
property  exist. 

3«   Consider  whether  or  not- a  .portion  of  the  Marys  River  from 
the  western  boundary  of  Section  13,  T.  42  N. ,  R.  59  E. ,  to 
its  source  should  be  recommended  for  further  study. as  a 
potential  component  o*f  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System.  The  standards  for  inclusion  are: 

a.   General 

1*   Substantially  free-flowing 


215 


Appendix  "W"  Part  4  (cont.) 


2.  Water  of  high  qualityor  water  that  could  be 
restored  to  that  condition 

3.  River  and  adjacent  lands  in  a  natural  or  aesthe- 
tically pleasing  condition  and  possessing  out- 
standing scenic,. recreation,  geologic,  fish  and 
vUdlife,  historic,  cultural,  or  similar 

'  values. 

b.   Wild  Rivers 

!•   Free  of  impoundments 
2*   Inaccessible  by  tra'iJ 

3.  Primitive  watershed 

4.  Unpolluted  water 
e«   Scenic  Rivers 

1.  Free  of  impoundments 

2.  Accessible  in  places  by  roads 

3.  Watersheds  largely  primitive 

4.  Shorelines  largely  undeveloped 
d.   Recreational  Rivers 

1.  Some  impoundments  and  diversion 

2.  .Readily  accessible  by  road  or  railroad 

3.  Some  development  along  shore 

D.   ISSUE:  Where  should  major  transmission  lines,  pipelines,  and 
utilities  be  routed  through  the  planning  area? 

As  demands  for  energy  (i.e.,  oil  and  gas, .new  powerplants, 
etc.)  arise,  construction  of  interstate' high  voltage  power- 
lines,  pipe-linns,  and  other -facilities  becones  necessary.  This 
requires  designation  of  corridors  for  existing  and  future  najor 
transportation  and  utility  rights-of-way  (ROWs)  within  the 
planning  area. 

Planning  Criteria 
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Alturas  RMP,  Susanville  District,  California 


A.   Preplanning 

1.  Driving  Programs 

Approach  used  -  The  plan  was  primarily  required  to  satisfy  the  NRDC 
grazing  lawsuit.  Other  driving  concerns  were  developed  by  the  AM  with 
little  or  no  public  input.  Driving  programs  included:  wilderness,  horses 
and  burros,  lands,  cultural  resource,  T&E,  forestry,  minerals,  wildlife, 
energy  and  vegetation. 

RETROSPECT:  Would  have  used  more  team  input  to  identify  management 
concerns. 

2.  Preparing  the  Preplan 

Approach  used  -  The  preplan  was  prepared  by  the  AM  with  Resource 
Office/District  Office  staffs  input  and  assistance  from  District  Office  PEC 
staff.  It  covered  identification  and  issues,  management  concerns,  levels 
and  types  of  decisions,  existing  data,  additional  data  needs,  schedule 
and  workmonth  requirements,  public  involvement,  and  problems  and 
recommendations . 

RETROSPECT:  The  preplan  was  considered  adequate  to  begin  the  RMP  process. 

3.  Preparing  the  Public  Participation  Plan 

Approach  used  -  A  joint/coordinated  Public  Participation  Plan  was  developed 
by  the  District  Office  Public  Affairs  specialist  and  the  Modac  National 
Forest  PuDlic  Information  Officer.  This  effort  established  and  scheduled 
joint  newsletters  and  public  meetings  to  portray  to  the  community  the 
similarity  and  unity  involved  in  the  next  4  years  of  RMP  planning. 
Although  joint  planning  did  not  work  out  between  the  Modoc  Forest  and  the 
Resource  Area,  the  coordinated  Public  Participation  Plan  is  still  used. 

Pros  -  Decreased  the  number  of  public  meetings 

-  Presented  to  the  public  the  coordinated  effort  for  resource  planning 
in  the  area. 

Cons  -  Difference  in  required  public  involvement  caused  minor  problems  in 
scheduling. 

RETROSPECT:  Effort  was  considered  worthwhile  by  the  FS  and  Resource  Area 
staff.  Similar  efforts  should  be  encouraged  when  possible. 

4.  Preparing  the  Notice  of  Intent  (NOD 

Approach  used  -  NOI  and  schedule  was  developed  by  the  Resource  Area  and 
District  Office  according  to  regulations.  The  NOI  issues,  disciplines  to 
be  represented  on  the  ID  team  and  public  participation  activities. 
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5.  RMP/EIS  Mock-up 

A  mock-up  was  prepared  by  the  .District  Office  PEC  at  the  request  of  the 
Washington  Office.  The  draft  contained  the  major  headings  and  some  context 
to  give  the  team  an  idea  of  the  material  each  section  would  contain. 

Pros:  The  mock-up  will  serve  as  a  good  outline  for  the  ID  team  and  give  an 
overview  of  maps,  graphics,  materials,  etc.  needed. 

Cons:  The  mock-up  was  requested  at  short  notice  and  at  a  time  when  we 
really  weren't  sure  of  the  format  we  wanted  in  the  mock-up.  Consequently, 
our  mock-up  is  subject  to  change. 

B.   Process  Actions 

1.  Identifying,  Screening  and  Determining  Significant  Issues 

Approach  used  -  The  issues  were  identified  by  an  ID  team  consisting  of  USF3 
and  Resource  Area/District  Office  staffs.  Input  from  public  meetings  was 
considered.  Issues  were  developed  for  each  resource  program  and  stated  as 
a  question.  Each  issue  was  then  broken  into  several  facets  (see  Appendix 
"A"  Part  1,  Issue  Identification). 

A  joint  BLM/FS  newsletter  was  mailed  for  public  review  of  the  issues. 

Cons  -  Confusion  over  definition  of  an  issue  generated  to  many  issues, 
which  were  too  broad  in  scope  and  not  related  to  specific  areas. 

RETROSPECT:  If  the  Resource  Area  had  developed  issues  not  in  conjunction 
with  the  FS,  they  would  have  been  fewer  in  number  and  more  Resource  Area 
specific.  Screening  would  also  have  helped  to  reduce  the  number  and 
determine  the  significance  of  the  issues. 

2.  Developing  Planning  Criteria 

Approach  used  -  Initial  decision  criteria  for  each  issue,  alternative 
formulation  criteria  and  overall  decision  criteria  were  developed  by  the 
Area  Manager  with  staff  assistance.  Using  this  basis,  the  ID  team 
developed  inventory  criteria.  To  get  public  comment  all  planning  criteria 
were  published  in  a  newsletter. 

The  issue  specific  criteria  were  developed  first  by  translating  the  issue 
into  a  resource  management  goal  statement,  then  pertinent  legislation  and 
regulations  were  assembled  to  reflect  the  legal  constraints  on  the  goals. 
From  that  basis,  a  decision  criteria  statement  was  developed  to  evaluate 
the  effectiveness  of  each  alternative  (see  Appendix  A  Part  2,  Planning 
Criteria) . 

Cons  -  Lack  of  guidance  and  a  good  understanding  of  planning  criteria 
caused  team  confusion  about  how  they  were  to  be  used  and  how  they  related 
to  further  steps  in  the  process. 
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RETROSPECT:  In  the  Alturas  Pilot,  most  of  the  planning  criteria  were 
developed  during  and  after  inventories  which  further  reduced  their 
useability.  Early  development  would  be  more  helpful. 

3.  Inventory  Analysis.  Data  Compilation  Collection  and  Storage 

Approach  used  -  After  inventory,  resource  specialists  were  required 
to  prepare  a  summary  of  data  for  the  files  and  use  in  the  Analysis  of  the 
Management  Situation  (,AMS).  The  summary  sheet  included:  Resource  Name, 
Statement  of  Objectives,  Statement  of  Methods,  Summary  of  Results, 
Deficiencies  in  the  Material  presented,  and  References  and  their  location. 

An  RMP  library  was  set  up  in  the  Resource  Area  for  all  inventory  material, 
i.e,  three  ring  binders,  orthophoto  quad  maps,  etc. 

Pros  -  The  summary  sheets  and  maps  established  a  readily  available  source 
of  data  for  all  resource  specialists.  Organization  and  summary  of 
inventory  data  allowed  easy  use  in  the  AMS. 

RETROSPECT:  RA  specialists  were  not  the  same  team  who  developed  the  issues 
and  planning  criteria  therefore  inventories  were  not  as  directed  towards 
the  issues  as  they  could  have  been.  While  some  unnecessary  data  was 
collected  and  other  data  was  lacking  for  AMS  use.  However,  literature 
searches,  MFP/URAs,  existing  data  and  inventories  were  compiled  to  complete 
an  accurate  AMS  for  the  RA. 

4.   Analysis  of  the  Management  Situation  Analysis  (MS) 

Approach  used  -  With  SO  and  DO  assistance,  a  mock-up  AMS  was  developed  by 
the  team  leader.   The  mock-up  served  to  organize  the  requirements  of 
regulations  into  an  outline  of  an  AMS  write-up.   This  gave  the  team  a  good 
idea  as  to  what  the  document  looked  like  and  helped  to  guide  the  process. 

The  first  step  was  to  divide  .the  Planning  Area  into  manageable  units.   The 
ID  team  divided  the  area  into  11  management  areas  (MAs)  according  to  their 
knowledge  of  existing  vegetation  types,  geographic  characteristics,  current 
land  uses  and  issues.   Because  the  team  was  working  with  18  all  encompassing 
issues,  they  narrowed  down  specific  issues  to  each  MA. 

An  AMS  was  then  written  for  each  MA.   Each  document  included  general  information 
such  as  location  of  the  MA,  major  issues,  constraints  and  objectives,  pertinent 
national  or  State  Director  guidance,  and  public  comments.   Another  section 
was  resource  oriented,  and  included  present  use  patterns,  sustained  use  levels 
under  physical/biological  constraints,  local  dependence  on  resources,  resource 
demands,  and  opportunities  to  resolve  problems. 

Because  of  budget  constraints,  one  week  was  allowed  to  write  each  MA.   Core 
team  members  were  scheduled  to  write  the  analysis  for  each  MA  according  to 
the  MA  issues  and  their  resource  programs.   This  scheduling  was  very  important 
because  the  resource  staff  was  the  core- team  and  also  had  daily  work  to  complete. 
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Prior  to  meeting  each  week,  the  resource  specialists  compiled  inventory  data 
and  any  other  material  pertinent  to  that  MA.   The  team  then  met  and  developed 
the  AMS,  and  working  maps.   (See  Appendix  "A"  Part  3,  Analysis  of  the  Manage- 
ment Situation.)   During  the  same  week,  the  alternatives  for  each  MA  were 
formulated  and  the  first  cut  of  the  estimation  of  effects  were  drafted. 

The  team  met  at  an  office  away  from  the  PA  office.   This  helped  direct  all 
the  work  that  week  to  the  AMS.   District  Office  assistance  in  some  programs 
were  required  and  revolved  on  a  weekly  basis. 

Pros  -  By  focusing  on  the  significant  issues,  using  only  the  specialists 
identified  as  a  core  team  and  following  the  mock-up,  the  AMS  process  was 
streamlined  and  cost  efficient.   Information  generated  provided  a  focused 
and  sound  basis  for  alternative  formulation. 

RETROSPECT:  More  specific  guidance  to  specialists  would  have  resulted  in 
better  preparation  prior  to  writing  each  MA. 
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5.  'Formulating  Alternative  Plans 

Approach  used  -  Four  (4)  alternatives  were  identified  by  the  alternative 
formulation  criteria.   They  were:  Maximized  Production;  Balanced;  Maximized 
Protection  with  a  subheading  No  Grazing;  and  Continued  Present  Management  (no 
action)  . 

The  resource/issue  conflicts  and  opportunities  identified  in  the  AMS  were 
arrayed  according  to  the  alternative  criteria  and  how  well  they  fit  into  one 
of  the  established  alternative  categories.   This  step  took  a  great  deal  of 
team  work  to  organize  resource  objectives  by  alternative  and  agree  on  trade- 
offs.  Each  issue/resource  prescription  was  looked  at  as  an  objective  or 
goal  with  achievable  management  practices  that  were  specific  enough  to 
analyze  in  the  impacts  section.   (See  Appendix  "A"  Part  4,  Alternative 
Formulation)  . 

As  the  alternatives  materialized,  it  was  found  that  within  some  of  the  MA 
alternatives  a  resource  objective  could  be  arrayed  across  all  alternatives. 
For  example,  intensive  timber  management  could  be  allowed  in  all  alternatives 
when  no  other  resource  conflicts  were  identified.   This  meant- that  wildlife 
could  achieve  its  objectives  and  at  the  same  time  timber  practices  with  no 
constraints  could  be  allowed  in  the  Protection  Alternative.   This  technique 
took  some  juggling  but  worked  well  with  the- ID  Team  approach.   It  also  worked 
because  of  lack  of  conflicts  within  the  Planning  Area. 

Each  set  of  MA  alternatives  were  completed  at  the  end  of  the  AMS  during  the 
one  week  schedule.   The  alternatives  were  then  rewritten  twice  more.  This 
happened  mostly  because  of  lack  of  guidance  and  because  it  was  a  new  planning 
process  and  pilot  project.   In  one  instance,  a  grazing  writer-editor  was 
brought  into  the  middle  of  the  effort  and  established  grazing  standards  that 
had  to  go  into  the  alternatives.   The  SO  later  became  involved  and  felt  this 
wasn't  necessary. 

Consequently,  the  third  set  of  alternatives  completed  by  the  team  looked 
almost  identical  to  the  very  first  set  that  had  been  completed  with  no 
guidance. 

RETROSPECT:   Formulating  alternatives  on  a  MA  basis  resulted  in  a  large  amount 
of  redundancy.   However,  when  the  alternatives  were  later  summarized  for 
the  entire  Planning  Area  they  became  less  specific.   Without  writing  them  for 
each  MA,  it  appears  the  specific  land  use  allocations  would  have  been  less 
practicable  and  less  oriented  to  on  the  ground  situations. 

The  magnitude  of  revisions  of  alternatives  would  have  been  less  had  the  EIS 
program  specialist  and  SO  been  present  at  the  beginning  of  the  alternative 
formulation  to  provide  expertise. 
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6.   Analyzing  Alternative  Plans/Estimation  of  Effects 

Approach  used  -  The  ID  Team  completed  a  first  rough  draft  of  estimation  of 
effects  of  each  alternative  immediately  following  (within  the  one-week 
period)  the  alternative  formulation  for  that  MA.   The  impacts  were  arrayed 
in  a  matrix  format  by  resource/ issue.   Because  the  alternatives  were  rewritten 
and  revised,  the  early  impact  drafts  were  not  of  much  use.   It  is  best  to 
get  a  signoff  on  the  alternatives  before  writing  the  impacts  chapter. 

California  again  used  a  "bullet"  statement  format  to  analyze  impacts.   With 
this  approach  only  a  very  brief  cause  and  affect  were  written  for  each 
resource. 

As  a  team,  the  estimated  effects  of  continued  present  management  was  evaluated 
first  and  the  effects  of  the  other  alternatives  were  compared  back  to  it. 
Each  issue  /resource  objective  was  evaluated  and  analyzed  against  itself 
and  all  other  resource  objectives  within  the  alternative. 

Cons  -  The  "bullet"  approach  did  not  give  enough  information  to  the  reader 
to  show  that  the  alternatives  had  been  analyzed. 

RETROSPECT:   One  of  the  major  comments  -received  on  the  Draft  EIS/RMP  was 
that  the  statements  were  extremely  conclusionary  and  failed  to  substantiate 
impacts  or  explain  how  the  conclusions  were  derived. 

Consequently,  Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences  of  the  Final  EIS/RMP 
was  entirely  rewritten  in  a  narrative  format  to  provide  the  reader  with  more 
background  information  and  analysis  to  show  how  the  affects  of  each  alternative 
were  derived. 


7.   Selecting  the  Preferred  Alternative 

Approach  used  -  The  ID  Team  and  the  Area  Manager  were  used  to  select  the 
preferred  alternative.   The  team  sat  down  with  the  Area  Manager  and  analyzed 
each  alternative.   Using  the  decision  criteria  as  guidelines,  the  AM  directed 
questions  and  possible  trade-off  situations  to  respective  specialists.  By 
evaluating  all  of  the  alternatives,  it  was  fairly  clear  to  see;which  alter- 
native would  provide  sound  decisions  for  the  Planning  Area.   One  of  the  original 
alternatives  was  chosen  in  its  entirety,  except  in  three  situations  where  a 
portion  of  another  alternative  was  adopted.   Selecting  a  portion  of  another 
alternative  could  not  conflict  with  the  allocations  already  identified  in 
the  original  alternative.   The  preferred  alternative  was  then  assessed  for 
impacts  and  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 

Pros  -  The  ID  Team  and  Area  Manager  team  concept  worked  well.   It  allowed  the 
AM  to  provide  input  into  the  decisions  he  would  be  implementating  and  gave 
the  ID  Team  a  chance  to  approve  the  decisions  made. 

RETROSPECT:   The  Draft  EIS/RMP  came  together  relatively  well.   A  mock-up  was 
used  to  facilitate  writing  the  EIS .   The  AMS  became  Chapter  3  -  Affected 
Environment,  the  alternatives  in  matrix  format  went  into  Chapter  2,  and 
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the  estimation  of  effects  fit  into  Chapter  4.   Differences  from  some  of 
the  standard  EIS  efforts  in  California  were  that  this  document  contained 
a  section  on  decisions  outlining  program  guidance,  and  State  Director 
guidance,  and  specific  resource  management  programs. 

The  ID  Team  strongly  felt  that  an  EIS  mock-up  would_ have  been  helpful  at 
the  same  time  the  AMS  mock-up  was  written..  This  would  have  provided  more 
guidance  in  writing  the  planning  portions  and  then  fitting  them  into  an 
EIS  document. 


8.   Selecting  the  KMP 

A  total  of  65  comment  letters  were  received  on  the  Draft  EIS/RMP.   This  came 
as  quite  a  surprise  as  public  interes't  throughout  the  process  was  practically 
nonexistent. 

Fifty-three  of  the  letters  were  written  comments  and  addressed  the  wilderness 
recommendations.   Thirty  of  these  recommended  a  specific  wilderness  alter- 
native, and  did  not  question  the  adequacy  of  the  EIS. 

Twenty-eight  letters  were  responded  to  in  the  final  document  and  all  comments 
were  considered  in  the  final  decision.   The  strongest  opposition  came  from 
NRDC,  California  State  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Western  Timber  Association, 
and  Curt  Spalding,  local  supportor  of  wilderness.   All  comments  were  amazingly 
similar  in  nature.   Protests  concentrated  on  land  disposal  and  elimination 
of  wildlife  habitat,  nonwilderness  designations,  brevity  of  environmental 
consequences — conclusionary  statements  no  basis  for  analysis,  and  lack  of 
detail  or  information  to  make  range  decisions  such  as  grazing  capacity,  etc. , 
to  name  a  few. 

Approach  used  -  The  ID  Team  went  through  each  comment  letter  and  decided 
on  what  was  being  questioned,  should  it  be  answered,  and  who  would  write  the 
response.   An  attempt  to  write  the  responses  proved  difficult.  Many  of  the 
comments  attacked  Bureau  policy  and  others  were  merited  questions.  With 
assistance  from  the  SO,  it  was  decided  to  go  back  and  rewrite  sections  of  the 
draft  EIS,  and  publish  the  entire  document  again  with  "the  responses  instead 
of  trying  to  stay  with  a  short  final. 

This  decision  was  made  because  the  writing  of  responses  were  becoming  lengthy 
and  much  of  the  background  material  that  should  have  been  written  in  the  draft 
was  trying  to  be  written  in  response  letters.   To  keep  to  the  time  schedule, 
two  weeks  was  all  the  time  available  to  do  the  rewrite. 

With  SO  assistance,  major  revisions  were  made  to  Chapter  4  -  Environmental 
Consequences.   They  were  rewritten  in  narrative  format  with  data  backing 
the  conclusionary  statements  previously  made.   Other  sections  were  expanded 
and  appendices  were  added. 

In  writing  the  responses  to  the  comment  letters,  the  team  was  then  able  to 
reference  where  the  material  had  been  added,  any  changes  made  as  a  result  of 
public  comment,  and  then  any  additional  information  which  they  felt  substantiated 
their  response. 
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Cons  -  The  bullet  statements   used   throughout   the  Draft   EIS/RMP   did  not   give 
the  public  enough   information   to   review   the  proposed  alternative   and  decisions. 

Pros   -  The  revision  of   the  Draft  EIS/RMP  resulted  in  a  better   EIS   document. 

RETROSPECT:      Scheduling  of    time   to   answer   comment   letters   is    important.      Only 
two  weeks  were  scheduled  for   the  Alturas   Plan  because   there  had  been  no   pre- 
vious  indication  of   public   interest.      During   the   90-day  comment  period,    all 
comments   came  in  during   the  very  last  week. 

The  bullet   approach  proved  more   trouble   than  it  was  worth.      It  was   designed 
to   save   time  and  streamline  EIS   documents  but   actually   caused  more  set  back, 
and  rewrites   than  initially  writing  a  more   thorough  doctunent.      The   information 
inserted  into    the  Final   EIS/RMP  was  all  data   that  was   on  hand  in   the  AMS  or 
in  other  references   and   that  had  been  used   to   come  up  with   the  bullet  and 
conclusionary  statements. 


9.     Protests 

Approach  used  -  Six   (6)    protests  were  received  on  the  Final   EIS/RMP.      Pro- 
tests  came   from  those  commenting   the  strongest  on   the  Draft:      NRDC  and 
Curt  Spalding.      Others  were  the  Sierra  Club,    Natural  Resource  Consultants, 
Carl  Schwarzenberg  -  Northeast   Califomians   for  Wilderness,   and  John 
Swanson. 

The  issues   commonly  protested  were:     Wilderness  -   lack  of   the  all  wilderness 
designation  for   the  WSAs   in  the  document;    Preferred  Alternative  -   the  alter- 
native authorized  increases   in  livestock  grazing  and   intensive    timber  manage- 
ment without   adequately   providing   for   the  protection  of  wildlife,   soil  and 
water,    riparian,   etc. ;   Minerals  Management  -   the  plan  virtually  allowed 
mineral  exploration  and  development   throughout   the  planning   area;    and  ACECs  - 
lack  of  ACEC  designation.      NEDC  heavily   protested   the  Bureau's   livestock 
grazing  policy. 

The  ID  Team  and  District  Office  Resources   staff  responded   to   the   protests. 
A  point-by-point  analysis  was  written  for  each   issue  raised  and  compiled 
in  a  packet   for   the  State  Director   to   the  WO. 

Governor's   Review:      The  Final  EIS/RMP  was   sent   to    the  State  Clearinghouse 
and   the  public  for  a  30-day   comment  period. 

At    the  end  of    this   comment   period,    the  Governor  was   sent  a   copy  of    the 
State's    comments   on   the  Final,    a  copy  of    the   Draft  Record  of   Decision,    and 
another   copy  of   the  Final   EIS/RMP   for  a  60-day   consistency  review.      They 
used  approximately   120   days  but  no   comments  were  received. 

RETROSPECT:      Would  use   the  same  approach. 
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10.      Decisions 

Approach  used  -   The  Record  of   Decision  was  written  by   the   team  leader  using 
a  mock-up   to  materialize   the   final   document.      The  intent  of   the  Record  of 
Decision  was    to   summarize   the  District  Manager's   final  multiple  use  recommen- 
dation for  allocating   existing   and  future   land  use  decisions  within   the 
Alturas   Planning  Area. 

The  document  began  with* an   Introduction  section  which  breifly  reviewed   the 
planning  process   completed  over   the  past   two  years. 

Following   is   a  general  outline  with   examples   located   in  Ar f £NT^y-  /l  f /rCT  L- 
which  describes    the  content  of   the  document. 

Introduction 

Laws   and  Bureau  Policy   (By  resource/issue) 

Major   Issues   and  Goals    (Taken  from  the  EIS) 

Areawide  Decisions    (Taken  from   the   EIS) 

Standard  Operating  Procedures    (Taken  from  the  EIS) 

Monitoring   Programs    (Taken  from  the   EIS) 

Cumulative  Summary  of   Planning  Area  Decisions 

(A  summary   similar   to  one  in  the  EIS   but   in  narrative   format) 

Management  Area  Decisions    (Similar  to    the  AMS .      A  section  written  on  each 
management  area.) 

-  Introduction 

-  Management  Objective 

-  Rationale 

-  Land  Use  Decisions 

-  Range 

-  Wildlife,  etc. 


Pros  -  The  Preferred  Alternative  and  AMS  had  been  written  so  that  the 
information  could  be  transferred  into  a  format  suitable  for  the  decision 
do  cumen  t . 

RETROSPECT:   Would  follow  the  same  approach.   Did  not  require  the  entire 
ID  Team  to  write  this  document. 
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11.   Monitoring 

Approach  used  -  Resource  monitoring  measures  whether  management  plans  are 
meeting  management  objectives.   Another  facet  of  monitoring  is  to  determine 
compliance  in  following  management  plans. 

General  Monitoring  Objective:   Collect  and  evaluate  information  on  those 
resources  identified  as  issues  in  the  planning  process  to  determine  if 
management  objectives  are  being  met,  and  to  a  .level  sufficient  to  justify 
adjustments  to  management  if  needed. 

Pros  -  Focuses  monitoring  on  issues.   Determines  whether  impacts  to  resources 
are  caused  by  management  plans  or  are  possibly  due  to  activities  not  in 
compliance  with  these  plans.   Data  collected  will  be  sufficient  to  justify 
adjustments  if  needed. 

Cons  -  If  budget  restrains  monitoring,  sufficient  data  may  not  be  collected, 
and  management  would  not  be  adjusted  where  needed. 

RETROSPECT:   Alturas '  monitoring  program  as  planned  is  efficient  and  effec- 
tive.  It  has  been  pared  down  from  previous  monitoring  plans  to  tie  to 
management  issues  and  objectives.  Methods  selected  are  objective  and  simple, 
as  appropriate  to  each  particular  resource.   Cost  saving  schedules  and 
methods  will  be  used  in  order -to  accomplish  resource  monitoring  necessary 
to  ensure  management  objectives  are  met. 


12.   Summary 

The  most  significant  aspects  of  the  Alturas  pilot  experience  were: 

1.  Planning  criteria  -  Finally  developing  planning  criteria  and  agreeing 
as  a  team  the  concept  and  use  of  the  criteria.   Was  a  difficult  step  to 
complete. 

2.  The  District  Manager  guidance  to  make  no  livestock  grazing  adjustments 
until  sufficient  data  had  been  through  monitoring  to  support  an  equitable 
decision,  except  where  livestock  were  to  be  totally  excluded  as  identified 
by  wildlife  constraints,  etc.  This  decision  was  based  on  budget  constraints. 

3.  Alternative'  formulation.   The  three  rewrites  of  the  alternatives  were 
difficult  and  confusing  for  the  ID  Team.   The  gratifying  part  of  this  step 
was  that  the  original  alternatives  developed  by  the  team  were  essentially 
the  ones  finally  signed  off  on.   This  step  took  quite  a  bit  of  time  that 
was  not  scheduled. 

4.  Number  of  comments  received  on  the  DEIS/RMP  and  revision  of  the  entire 
document.   This  step  was  a  real  learning  process  for  the  entire  team.   The 
flood  of  comments  were  overwhelming  at  first.   The  team  agreed  to  revising 
portions  of  the  EIS  to  substantiate  the  responses  required  as  a  result  of 
the  comment  letters.   Everyone  felt  that  the  Final  EIS/RMP  was  a  much  better 
document. 
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ISSUE  IDENTIFICATION 


January  5,  1981 

The  Modoc  National  Forest  and  the  Alturas  Resource  Area  of  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  are  working  closely  together  to  develop  land  and  resource 
management  plans  that  will  provide  similar  direction  for  the  management  of 
the  public  lands  under  their  administration.   This  coordinated  effort  will 
save  time  and  money  and  minimize  duplication  of  effort. 

About  a  year  ago,  the  public  was  asked  to  tell  the  Forest  Service  and  BLM 
their  concerns  about  the  management  of  the  public  lands.   The  issues  that 
appear  in  this  newsletter  were  developed  from  those  comments  and  from 
concerns  expressed  by  agency  personnel  and  managers.   A  few  of  the  public 
comments  did  not  pass  the  screening  criteria;  for  example,  some  comments 
were  not  within  the  authority  of  the  local  managers  and  were  referred  to  a 
higher  level,  while  some  others  were  about  the  process  itself,  and  were 
dropped  from  further  consideration. 

We  would  like  you  to  review  the  issues  and  their  components  (facets),  and 
tell  us  if  we  have  accurately  represented  your  concerns.   Because  the  Modoc 
National  Forest  and  the  Alturas  Resource  Area  have  similar  programs,  serve 
the  same  general  publics,  and  manage  adjacent  lands,  these  issues  and 
facets  are  largely  the  same  for  both  agencies.   Issue  statements  or  facets 
that  differ  are  identified  by  the  acronyms  MNF  (an  issue  unique  to  the 
Modoc  National  Forest)  or  BLM  (an  issue  unique  to  the  Alturas  Resource  Area 
of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management). 

RECREATION 

What  recreation  opportunities  will  be  provided? 

Facets  of  the  Issue: 

1  .   How  will  public  demands  for  winter  sports  opportunities  be  met? 

2.  How  will  demands  for  future  recreation  developments  (e.g.,  camp- 
grounds, trails,  picnic  areas)  be  handled? 

3.  What  opportunities  will  be  provided  to  increase  public  understanding 
of  the  environment  and  the  Agencies1  management  activities? 

4.  How  will  dispersed  recreation  be  managed  outside  of  wilderness  areas? 
5»   What  recommendations  will  be  made  for  including  Ash  Creek  and  Pit 

River  Canyon  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System,  and  how  will  the 
affected  areas  be  managed? 

6.  Where  will  off-road  vehicles  be  permitted  and  how  will  their  use  be 
managed? 

7.  How  will  recreation  areas  be  managed  to  protect  the  sites  and  provide 
for  quality  recreation  experiences?   (BLM) 

8.  To  what  level  of  development  will  existing  recreation  facilities  be 
managed?   (MNF) 

9.  How  will  recreation  opportunities  be  managed  in  sensitive  areas  (e.g., 
key  wildlife  habitats,  riparian  areas,  ACEC's,  special  interest 
areas)?   (BLM) 

10.  Are  there  unique  areas  on  the  Forest  that  should  be  nominated  for 
inclusion  in  the  National  Registry  of  Natural  Landmarks?   (MNF) 

11.  How  will  recreation  use  be  managed  within  the  South  Warner  Wilderness? 
(MNF) 
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Table  i. 


Continued 


ISSUES 


GOALS 


9.   How  will  habitats  be  . 
improved  for  threatened,  endan- 
gered, and  sensitive  plant  and 
animal  species? 


10.  What  will  be  the  level  of 
range  use  and  development? 


9.   Provide  habitat  to  maintain 
and  enhance  the  populations  of 
threatened,  endangered,  and 
sensitive  species. 


10a.  Provide  a  sustained  yield 
of  forage  to  meet  demand  while 
maintaining  the  productivity  of 
the  land. 

10b.  Increase  forage  produc- 
tivity on  lands  producing  below 
their  potential  through  improved 
management  and  cost-efficient 

development. 


LEGALLY  REQUIRED  CRITERIA 
BLH:  43  CFR  1601 


DECISION  CRITERIA 


9.   Seek  to  conserve  endangered  species 
and  threatened  species...  (Sec.  2(c) 
Policy).  Insure  that  the  continued 
existence  of  such  endangered  and  threat- 
ened species  is  not  jeopardized,  and  that 
the  habitat  of  such  species  is  not  des- 
troyed or  modified.  (Sec.  7.  Interagency 
Cooperation)  (Both  from  Endangered  Species 
Act  of  1973,  PL  93-205,  16  U.S.C.  1531, 
87  Stat.  884). 

10a.  &  b.  Manage  the  public  lands  in  a 
manner  that  will  provide  food  and  habitat 
for  domestic  animals  (FLPHA  102(a)(8))  and 
in  a  manner  which  recognizes  the  Nation's 
need  for  domestic  sources  of  food  from  the 
public  laKls  (FLPMA  102(a) (12)).  Manage, 
maintain,  and  improve  the  condition  of  the 
public  lands  (FLPKA  102(a)(12)).  Manage, 
maintain,  and  improve  the  condition  of  the 
public  rangelands  so  that  they  become  as 
productive  as  feasible  for  all  rangeland 
values  in  accordance  with  the  management 
objectives  and  the  land  use  planning  pro- 
gress established  pursuant  to  Section  202 
of  FLPMA.  (Public  Rangelands  Improvement 
Act  of  1978,  43  U.S.C.  1901).  Manage  the 
public  lands  for  domestic  livestock  graz- 
ing involving  the  protection,  regulated 
use,  and  development  of  forage  producing 
public  lands,  and  the  management  of  live- 
stock (cattle,  sheep,  horses,  and  goats) 
use  to  obtain  a  sustained  yield  of  forage 
43  CFR  1725.3-3). 


9.   Provides  habitat  that  contrib- 
utes to  the  recovery  of  threatened 
and  endangered  and  designated  sensi- 
tive species  and  subsequent  removal 
frcra  such  lists. 

Unit  of  Measure:  Acres  of  critical 
habi  tat  by  species. 


10a.  Meets  CLM  management  objectives 
of  maintaining  and  providing  sustained 
yield  of  forage  for  livestock,  wild- 
life, and  rionconsumptive  uses. 
Unit  of  Measure:  AUK 

I  Ob.  Provides  intensive  management 
practices  for  those  areas  below 
their  potential  production  level. 
Unit  of  Measure:  Number  of  acres 
by  condition. 
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Livestock  management  is  dependent  upon  the  many  stockwater  developments. 
Maintenance  of  these  developments  could  be  allowed  within  a  wilderness  area; 
however,  maintenance  in  this  WSA  would  continue  to  impair  naturalness. 
Grazing  management  would  be  in  conflict  with  wilderness  management.  The  WSA 
contains  commercial  forest  land,  oil  and  gas  lease  acreage,  and  potential  for 
range-cype  conversion  projects  would  be  foregone  by  wilderness  designation. 
Additionally,  the  area  does  not  have  any  special  features  or  identifiable 
multiple  resource  benefits  which  would  be  enhanced  through  designation. 

South  Warner  Contiguous 

Nine  scattered  parcels  totaling  4,000  acres  contiguous  to  existing  U.S.  Forest 
Service  South  Warner  Wilderness  were  dropped  from  WSA  status  and  further 
planning  as  potential  wilderness  areas  under  Section  603  of  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  by  Secretarial  action  which  deleted  all  WSA's  of 
less  than  5,000  acras.  This  action  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on 
Thursday,  December  30,  1982  as  an  Amendment  of  Wilderness  Inventory  Decisions. 

Further  consideration  was  given  to  this  area  under  Section  202  of  the  same  act 
which  provides  a  vehicle  for  wilderness  designation  through  the  land  use 
planning  system.  Through  this  process  and  through  coordination  with  the  Modoc 
National  Forest,  a  nonsui table  recommendation  would  be  proposed.  A  parcel  by 
parcel  analysis  revealed  that  a  utility  line  runs  across  two  of  the  parcels 
and  vehicle  routes  occur  on  four.  Access  to  a  U.S.  Forest  Service  campground 
splits  one  parcel  with  a  non-wilderness  corridor.  The  configuration  of 
several  of  the  parcels,  bordered  on  two  or  three  sides  by  private  lands,  would 
not  improve  manageability  of  the  existing  wilderness  nor  provide  any 
additional  features.  Solitude  is  not  readily  available  due  to  existing 
adjacent  private  land  development  and  a  county- highway. 

SUPPLEMENTAL ' PROGRAM  INFORMATION  AND  GUIDANCE 

Specific  directives  or  guidance  that  pertain  to^the  Alturas  Planning  Area  are 
summarized  in  the  Alturas  Analysis  of  the  Management  Situation  (U.S. 
Department  of  the  Interior,  1982).  Following  are  general  policy  statements 
that  apply  for  all  alternatives: 

1.  Lands  will  be  acquired  or  exchanged  in  accordance  with  FLPMA  and  other 
applicable  Federal  laws  and  regulations,  to  assure  more  efficient 
management  of  the  public  lands  and  to  reduce  conflicts  with  other  public 
and  private  landowners  to  provide  more  consistency  and  logic  in  land  use 
patterns  within  the  Alturas  Planning  Area.  Public  lands  identified  in 
the  future  for  possible  sale  or  exchange  will  be  evaluated  on  a 
case-by-case  basis.  If  they  meet  specific  sale  or  exchange  regulation 
requirements,  they  may  be  determined  suitable  for  sale  or  exchange. 
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5.  Fuelwood  permits -will  stipulate: 

a.  Use  roads  only  when  damage  does  not  occur;  prohibit  vehicles  from 
meadows,  wee  dirt  roads,  or  other  areas  that  may  be  damaged. 

b.  During  Fire  Danger  Activity  Level  4,  chain  saw  use  and  off  road 
driving  shall  be  prohibited  after  1:00  p.m.  When  the  Fire  Danger 
Activity  Level  5  is  reached,  chain  saw  use  and  off  road  driving 
shall  be  prohibited  for  the  entire  day.  Chain  saws  used  on  forest 
and  range  lands  must  be  equipped  with  an  approved  spark  arrester 
mounted  over  the  exhaust  opening. 

c.  Cutting  of  standing  oak  trees,  dead  or  alive,  shall  be  restricted  to 
designated  trees  only. 

d.  Slash  shall  be  stacked  within  50  feet  of  roads.  Slash  away  from 
roads  shall  be  cue  down  and  scattered. 

6.  Special  provisions  will  be  added  to  timber  sale  and  forest  development 
project  contracts.  These  provisions  will  deal  specifically  with 
mitigating  environmental  impacts  that  surface  during  the  environmental 

-analysis  process.  The  special  provisions  will  pertain  to  logging 
(cutting  methods,  yarding  techniques);  construction  (requirements  for 
construction  or  improvement  of  roads,  fences,  etc.);  environmental 
protection  (eagle  and  hawk  nest  protection,  revegetation  requirements, 
soil  erosion  protection  measures,  etc.);  and  fire  protection  (slash 
disposal  requirements,  fire  equipment  requirements,  etc.).  Provisions 
contained  in  the  contracts  will  satisfy  mitigation  measures  as  contained 
in  site-specific  environmental  analyses. 

7.  Before  construction  of  range  developments  and  vegetation  manipulations, 
cultural  resources  will  be  inventoried  and  evaluated,  and  attempts  to 
avoid  adverse  effects  will  be  made.  Where  this  is  not  possible, 
consultation  will  be  made  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
(S.H.P.O.)  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  to  develop 
acceptable  mitigative  strategies  in  accordance  with  the  Programmatic 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  (dated  January  14,  1980)  between  the  Bureau  and 
the  Advisory  Council.  In  addition,  the  views  of  responsible  spokesmen  of 
the  local  Native  American  community  will  be  solicited.  Conflicts  will  be 
resolved  in  accordance  with  36  CFR.  800  and  in  accordance  with  the 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  signed  by  the  California  Native  American  Heritage 
Commission,  the  California  S.H.P.O.,  and  the  BLM. 

8.  All  water  projects  or  projects  which  could  influence  the  beneficial  use 
of  water  will  conform  to  BLM  Best  Management  Practices  Guidelines. 
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Management   Area   #8  -  Pit  River  Canvon 


General  Information 

1.  Location  of   the  'Management   Area 

The  Management  Area  is   located   entirely  within  Lassen  County  in 
the.  southwest   corner  of   the  Alturas  Resource  Area  approximately 
ten  miles   southeast  of  McArthur.     The  area  contains  11,730  acres 
of  public  lands  with  no  non-public  inholdings .      Borders  of  adjacent 
non-public  lands  comprise  most  of   the  boundaries   of   the  MA   (WSA) . 
Segments   of   the  south  and  east  boundary  are  formed  by  the  Western 
Pacific  railroad  and  right-of-way.      The  northernmost   section  of   the 
west  boundary  is   the  Little  Valley  Road.      Segments  of  the  northern 
boundary  are  formed  by  seasonal  natural  surface  roads. 

2.  Description  of  the  Environment 

The  predominant  feature  is  approximately  eleven  miles  of  the  Pit 
River  and  associated  canyon  which  disects  the  area  from  the  extreme 
northeast  corner  (elev.  39001  in  an  open  U-shaped  configuration 
through  the  center  of  the  MA  (ttSA)  and  exiting  downstream  through 
the  extreme  northwest  corner  Celev.  3520) .   The  canyon  averages  300 
to  400  feet  in  depth  with,  extreme  depths  to  750  feet.   Approximately 
four  miles  of  Horse  Creek  are  included  between  Little  Valley 
Celev.  4150),  at  the  southernmost  end  of  the  MA  CWSA) ,  and  its  mouth 
at  the  southernmost  point  along  the  course  of  the  Pit  River 
Celev.  3530).  Prom  near  ground  level  at  Little  Valley,  Horse  Creek. 
reaches  a  canyon  depth  of  approximately  450  feet  at  its  mouth. 
Topography  of  both  canyons  are  similar  with  rough  outcroppings ,  talus 
slopes,  rimrock,  and  steep  vertical  cliffs.   Canyon  wall  and  rim 
vegetation  consists  of  ponderosa  and  Jeffrey  pine,  juniper,  oak, 
mahogany,  and  numerous  shrubs  and  grasses.  The  riparian  zone  of 
Pit  River  contains  carex  and  other  grasses,  willow,  and  numerous  other 
aquatic  and  semi-aquatic  plants.   The  Horse  Creek  riparian  zone  is 
thickly  vegetated  with  huge  mounds  of  streamside  carex,  dense  big 
sweet  clover,  willow,  oak,  and  ash.   The  rugged  watercourses  of 
these  drainages  encompass  approximately  5000  acres.   The  remainder  of 
the  MA  CWSA)  includes  contiguous  public  lands  adjacent  to  Pit  River 
and  Horse  Creek.   Approximately  4500  acres  is  contained  within  the 
U-shape  of  Pit  River.   It  includes  two  buttes  to  elevation  4664  in  the 
northeas.t,  with  rolling  annual  grassland,  rimrocks,  and  lava  out- 
crops.  Vegetation  consists  of  medusahead  grass,  occasional  dense 
stands  of  juniper,  with  sage,  oak,  ceanothus,  bitterbrush,  and 
curl-leaf  mahogany.  A  second  block  of  land  containing  approximately 
1000  acres  lies  north  of  Little  Valley  between  Horse  Creek  and 
Pit  River.   The  rolling  topography  in  this  area  is  cut  with  numerous 
intermittent  drainages.   Vegetation  includes  dense  oak,  juniper, 
and  numerous  shrub  species. 
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3.  Major  Issues  -  Significant  Resources 

The  following  resources  were  identified  as  issues  for  the  following 
"reasons: 

Range  -  The  WSA  encompasses  all  of  River  Pasture  Allotment,  most  of 
Round  Bam  Allotment,  and  a  large  part  of  Muck  Valley  Allot- 
ment. These  allotments  license  1656  Active  AUMs.  Wilder- 
ness designation  may  effect  management  practices  for  livestock- 
Minerals  -  Applications  for  non-competitive  leasing  of  potential 
oil  and  gas  reserves  may  be  received  within  the  WSA.  The 
presence  of  other  critical  resources  may  constrain  site- 
specific  operations  implied  by  these  lease  applications. 

Wildlife  -  The  management  area  includes  deer  winter  range  and  ^ 

antelope  summer  and  winter  range.  Antelope  is  a  species  of 
special  significance  to  the  California  Department  of  Fish 
Game  as  a  game  species.  Sigh  density  raptor  nesting  habitat 
occurs  throughout  much  of  Pit  River  Canyon.  Pit  River  and 
Horse  Creek  support  thriving  native  fisheries  which  are 
subject  to  water  quality  problems  originating  from  private 
lands. 

Wilderness  -  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  identified  the  management 
area  as  a  Wilderness  Study  Area  (CA-020-103)  in  the  final 
intensive  inventory  dated  December,  1979. 

Cultural  -  Provide  protection  to  highly  sensitive  cultural  resource 
values  occurring  within  the  MA. 

Recreation  -  Determine  appropriate  level  and  type  of  recreational 
use  commenserate  with  the  MA  (WSA) . 

4.  Constraints 

See  Resource  Area's  overall  list  of  Constraints. 

5.  Pertinent  National  or  State  Director  Guidance 
See  Resource  Area's  overall  list  of  Guidance. 

6.  Public  Inout 

George  Corder  -  would  like  a  grazing  system  to  involve  River  Pasture 
and  Bald  Mtn.  allotments. 

-  would  also  like  to  obtain  legal  access  into  River  Pasture  for 
livestock  management  purposes. 
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Wilderness  -  See  Final  Intensive  Inventory  dated  December,  1979, 
for  a  summary  of  public  comments. 

Specific  Analysis  (bv  Issue) 

1.  Present  Use  Patterns 

Range  -  Muck  Vallev.   1  user  5/04-8/15,1371  total,  1371  Active, 
11,654  Acres  BLM,  8102  acres  private,  334  acres  State, 
20090  acres  total.   Not  all  of  the  allotment  occurs 
within  MA  #8. 

River  Pasture.   1  user  4/17  -  5/30,  326  AUMs  total  pref; 
285  AUMs  Active  and  27  AUMs  Exchange  of  Use. 

3285  acres  BLM,  2189  acres  private.   5474  acres  total. 
Virtually  all  of  the'  public  lands  in  this  allotment  lies 
within  MA  #8. 

Round  Barn.   Not  currently  licensed. 

Visual  Quality  -  The  area  falls  within  an  overall  Scenic  Quality 
Class  A  rating.   Visual  sensitivity  level  is  Class  II. 

Recreation  -  The  MA  receives  very  low  level  dispersed  recreation 
activity  related  to  hunting  and  fishing  opportunities. 

-  The  Pit  River  is  listed  in  the  Phase  I  Nationwide  Rivers ' 
Inventory  as  a  river  with  minimum  qualifications  for 
potential  designation  as  a  Wild  and  Scenic  River. 

Wildlife  -  The  management  area  contains  approximately  15  miles  of 
stream  including  Pit  River  and  Horse  Creek.   Both  of  these 
support  thriving  native  fisheries.   Game  fish  include 
rainbow  trout  and  largemouth  bass  in  Horse  Creek  and  channel 
catfish  and  largemouth  bass  in  Pit  River.   Non-game  fish  such 
as  squawfish,  hardhead,  Sacramento  sucker,  and  bullhead  are 
predominant  in  Pit  River.   Several  water  quality  parameters 
such  as  alkalinity,  pH,  temperature,  and  phosphorous  have 
potentially  negative  effects  on  fisheries  but  are  problems 
originating  from  private  lands  and  are  not  controllable  by 
actions  within  the  management  area. 

Riparian  conditioning  was  done  at  seven  locations  along  Pit 
River  and  at  one  along  Horse  Creek.   All  ratings  averaged  in 
the  low  fair  range;  however,  due  to  natural  barriers,  only 
minimal  portions  of  these  drainages  are  affected  by  livestock 
or  other  uses. 

Within  Pit  River  canyon,  high  cliff  walls  provide  ideal 
habitat  for  nesting  raptors.   Golden  Eagles,  Prairie  Falcons, 
Red-taiiked  Hawks,  and  American  Kestrels  nest  in  high 
densities  throughout  the  canyon.   Ospreys  utilize  both  Horse 
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Creek  and  Pit  River  for  foraging  activities  though  no  nest 
sites  are  known.   Swainson's  Hawks  utilize  nest  sites  in 
Muck  Valley. 

Only  two  meadows  were  conditioned  in  Muck  Valley  and  Round 
Barn  allotments.  These  rated  in  high  fair  and  low  fair 
condition  respectively. 

Water  is  available  for  wildlife  throughout  the  management 
area  in  Pit  River  and  Horse  Creek.   In  highland  areas  such 
as  Muck  Valley,  water  is  limited  to  a  few  isolated  sources. 

Mule  deer  utilize  all  areas  west  of  Second  Butte  as  winter 
range.  Browse  conditioning  at  three  locations  indicates  no 
significant  deficiencies  in  vigor s  recruitment,  or  over- 
utilization. 

High  elevation  portions  of  the  management  area  north  of 
Pit  River  Canyon  serve  as  antelope  summer  range.   Approx- 
imately five  square  miles  of  winter  range  also  occur  in 
this  area.   An  antelope  kidding  ground  is  identified  by 
California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  in  the  extreme  north- 
east corner  of  the  management  area.   Habitat  requirements 
for  the  species  seem  adequately  served  with  no  recommended 
manipulation. 

Timber  -  No  commercial  forest  land  base  exists  within  this  management 
area. 

10  acres  of  non-commercial  low  site  forest  land  is  located 
within  the  WSA.   (T.  36  N. ,  R.  7  E. ,  Sec.  30).   These  lands 
are  not  in  the  commercial  forest  land  base  and  therefore  are 
not  identified  to  receive  intensive  forest  management 
practices.  Generally,  low  site  forest  land  is  evaluated 
for  salvage  potential  following  damage  of  timber  resources 
by  insect,  disease  and/or  fire. 

Fuelwood  -  4,744  acres  of  juniper  are  located  within  MA  //8. 

Fuel wood  cutting  has  existed  to  a  very  small  extent  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  WSA.   The  majority  of  the  juniper  in 
the  WSA,  however,  is  not  readily  accessible  to  fuelwood 
cutters. 

Minerals  -  There  are  no  known  occurrences  of  mineral  resources  in 

this  MA.   An  '81  field  inventory  did  not  reveal  any  potential 
mineral  resources,  however,  oil  and  gas  lease  applications 
are  expected  to  be  filed  on  the  public  lands. 

Cultural  -  The  Pit  River  Canyon  contains  diverse  historical  and 

archaeological  sites,  within  steep  canyon  topography.   Some 
of  the  larger  sites  are  located  jointly  on  BIM  and  private 
lands. 
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■  The  sites  include;  large  habitation  and  food  processing  sites, 
hunting  blind  systems,  and  temporary  hunting  and  food  gathering 
areas.  ■  At  a  few  sites  historic  buildings  have  been  built 
over  house  pits. 

This  MA  is  a  division  of  territories  between  two  groups: 
the  Achomawi  to  the  north  and  Atsugewi  in  the  south 

During  the  inventory  for  the  RMP/EIS  the  management  area 

was  not  surveyed  due  to  inaccessibility  and  manpower  shortages. 

All  of  the  known  information  on  sites  in  this  area  has  been 
collected  during  other  project  work. 

Existing  information  indicates  a  high  level  of  sensitivity 
for  cultural  resources. 

2.  Physical  and  Biological  Constraints 

High  water  temperatures  in  Pit  River  preclude  cold  water  fisheries 
introductions . 

Pollutants  from  agricultural  runoff  result  in  high  pH  and  low  alkalinity 
which  may  reach  critical  limits  for  the  growth  and  well-being  of  some 
aquatic  species. 

The  area  north  of  Pit  River  is  heavily  affected  by  medusahead  which 
by  its  competitive  and  tenaceous  nature  precludes  most  vegetative 
manipulation  practices . 

3.  Local  Dependence  on  Resources 

No  known  unique  demand  on  existing  resources. 

4.  Opportunities  and  Conflicts  bv  Allotment 

Allow  oil  and  gas  leasing  on  all  public  lands  within  MA  #8  in 
accordance  with  "Oil  and  Gas  Lease  -  Surface  Disturbance  Stipulations." 

Range  -  Muck  Vallev  Allotment 

Objectives:   1371  AUMs  are  presently  licensed;  1500  AUMs 
have  potential  to  be  licensed. 

Support :     Develop  stock  water.   Monitoring  will  determine 
whether  licensed  use  will  be  adjusted. 
Range  policy  category:  M/T. 

River  Pasture  Allotment 

Objective:   285  AUMs  presently  licensed,  326  AUMs  have 

potential  to  be  licensed.  Provide  for  orderly 
administration  of  the  range. 
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Support:     Sec  up  grazing  system  using  River  Pasture  along 
with  Bald  Mountain  allotment.   Water  develop- 
ment may  be  necessary.  Monitoring  will  det- 
ermine whether  licensed  use  will  be  adjusted. 
Acquire  access  from  Little  Valley  into  River 
Pasture  allotment. 
Range  policy  category:   M/I. 


Round  Barn  Allotment 

Ob  j  ective :   License  this  allotment  for  grazing. 

Support:     Determine  level  of  AUMs  available.   Monitoring 
will  determine  whether  licensed  use  will  be 
adjusted.  Range  policy  category:  C. 


Wildlife 


Objective:  Maintain  riparian  habitat  in  Pit  River  and 
Horse  Creek;  provide  protection  for  raptor 
nesting  sites  along  Pit  River  Canyon;  protect 
water  sources  in  Muck  Valley;  maintain  and 
enhance  browse  (Ceanothus  and  bitterbrush) 
in  deer  winter  range. 

Support:     Construct  drift  fence  across  downstream  end  of 
Pit  River  Canyon  to  prevent  cattle  access  up 
Pit  River  Canyon. 

Maintain  inaccessibility  of  raptor  nest  sites 
by  limiting  vehicular  access  and  seasonally 
restricting  development  activities. 

Construct  minimal  cattle,  enclosure  at  Rooner 
Spring  in  Muck  Valley  Allotment. 

Carry  out  prescribed  burns  to  open  dense  Ceanothus. 

Initiate  fisheries  in  one  reservoir  in  River 
Pasture  Allotment. 


Fuelwood 


Objective:   Provide  fuelwood  cutting  areas  under  the  free-use 
and  commercial  permit  system. 

Support:     Issue  permits  upon  demand. 
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Cultural 


Objective:    Identify  and  protect  cultural  resource  values 
within  the  MA. 

Support:     Complete  scheduled  inventory  of  archaeological 
resources  in  1982. 


Recreation 

Objective: 


Prescribe  protection  and  enhancement  measures. 


Provide  recreational  opportunities  commensurate 
with  resource  values  and  suitability  recommenda- 
tion for  wilderness. 


Support :     Increase  access  to  Pit  River  and  provide  for 
intensive  recreation  uses. 

Maximize  opportunities  for  primitive  recreation. 


Conflicts 


Potential  conflicts  of  wilderness  designation: 

Wilderness  designation  may  constrain  the  type  of  stockwater  develop- 
ment and  the  type  of  grazing  systems.   It  may  also  constrain  live- 
stock management  practices  including  salting  and  maintenance  of 
existing  improvements.   In  spite  of  constraints,  the  above  activities 
may  be  allowed  at  levels  non-impairing  to  wilderness  values. 

Wilderness  designation  would  prohibit  fuelwood  cutting. 

Increased  visitor  use  may  increase  the  likelihood  of  vandalism  to 
cultural  sites. 

Recreational  vehicle  access  would  be  limited  under  wilderness 
designation. 

Potential  conflicts  of  nondesignation  on  wilderness  values: 

Fuelwood  cutting  may  adversely  affect  the  natural  character  of 
vegetation  and  during  harvest  temporarily  conflict  with  opportunities 
for  solitude. 

Continued  vehicle  use  may  expand  vehicle  routes  and  incidental 
road  maintenance  may  degrade  naturalness. 

Construction  and  maintenance  of  large  impoundments  and  fences  may 
impact  natural  character  of  landscape. 
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Table  2-1  (continued) 
Management  Area  8 
Alternatives 


Alternative  I 
Maximized  Production 


Alternative  II 
-  Balanced 


Alternative  III 
Maximized  Protection 


Alternative  IV 
Continue  Present  Manageroen 


Authorize  use  of  310 
livestock  AUMs  with  addi- 
tional authorization  to  use 
up  to  41  suspended  nonuse 
AUMs  as  determined  to  be 
available  through  monitor- 
ing of  livestock  forage. 

Authorize  Round  Barn 
Allotment  (25  AUMs) . 

Allow  30  day  extension  in 
season  of  use  in  allotments 
with  AMPs. 

Present  seasons  of  use  on 
all  other  allotments.. 


-  Authorize  use  of  310 
livestock  AUMs  with  addi- 
tional authorization  to  use 
up  to  Al  suspended  nonuse 
AUMs  as  determined  to  be 
available  through  monitor- 
ing of  livestock  forage  and 
wildlife  habitat  trends. 

-  All  else  the  same  as 
Alternative  I. 

Support  Needs 

Same  as  Alternative  I. 


Same  as  present  management 

except: 

— Develop  1  AMP  (River 
Pasture  in  conjunction 
with  Bald  Mt.  in  MA  7). 

— Construct  3  reservoirs. 

— Develop  1  spring. 

Alt.  Ilia  -  No  'Grazing 
-  No  livestock  grazing. 


-  Maintain  existing  livesfcoc1 
use  of  285  AUMs. 

-  Existing  season  of  use. 

-  Continue  light  to  moderati 
utilization  on  all  allot 
■tents* 

Support  Needs 

Existing  project  mftlnten 
ance. 


-  Heavy  utilization  in 
Individual  pastures  wtlhln 
AMPs  allowing  rest. 

-  Moderate  utilization  in  all 
other  allotments. 

Support  Needs 

-  Construct  3  reservoirs. 

-  Develop  1  AMP  (in  conjunc- 
tion with  Bald  Mountain  In 
MA  7). 

*   Murk  VnHey,  Thompson,  and  Fast  Beaver  Creek  Allotments  all  lie  partially  within  MA  8,  but  mostly  within  MA  7=   Production  figures  for  the 
allotments  are  discussed  In  MA  7. 
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I.SII  AND 

I  I.M.IKE 


Alternative  I 
Maximized  Production 


-  Protect  lower  Pit  River 
Canyon  riparian  habitat. 

-  Mo  active  raptor  manage- 
ment . 

-  Antelope  habitat  subject  to 
current  management. 

Support  Heeds 

-  Construct  drift  fence  to 
exclude  cattle  from  lower 
Pit  River  Canyon. 


Alternative  II 
Balanced 


-  Protect  lower  Pit  River 
Canyon  riparian  habitat, 

-  Improve  meadow  habitat  at 
Mud  Spring. 

-  Antelope  habitat  will  be 
subject  to  current  manage- 
ment. 

-  Protect  all  eagle,  falcon, 
and  Swalnaon  hawk  neat 
locations. 

Support  Meeds 

-  Post'  all  eagle  and 
Swalnson's  hawk  nest  trees 
to  prevent  their  harvest 
for  fuelwood. 

-  Construct  drift  fence  to 
exclude  cattle  from  lower 

t  Pit  River  Canyon. 

-  Construct  fence  to  exclude 
cattle  from  meadow  at 
Mud  Spring. 


Alternative  III 
Maximized  Protection 


-  Protect  lower  Pit  River 
Canyon  riparian  habi£at. 

-  Protect  '  all  raptor  neat 
trees  'from  fuelwood 
harvest. 

-  Enhance  nesting  opportuni- 
ties for  eagles,  prairie 
falcons,  and  Swalnson's 
hawks. 

-  Antelope  habitat  will  be 
subject  to  current  manage- 
ment. 

Support  Needs 

-  Construct  drift  fence  to 
exclude  cattle  from  lower 
Pit  River  Canyon. 

-  Post  all  raptor  nest  trees 
to  prevent  harvest  for 
fuelwood. 

-  Limit  vehicular  access 
within  200  yards  of  eagle, 
prairie  falcon,  and 
Swalnson's  hawk  nest  sitr.n 
from  April  1  to  July  IS. 


Table  2-1  (continued) 
Management  Area  8 
Alternatives 


Alternative  IV 
Continue  Present  Management 


Mo  special  designations  or 
management  for  riparian  or 
fisheries  habitat  (IS  miles 
of  stream). 

Ho  active  raptor  manage- 
ment. 

Deer  winter  range,  antelope 
summer  range  and  kidding 
grounda  will  remain  in 
adequate  condition.  No 
manipulation  proposed. 


WILDERNESS  -  Recommend  ICA-020-103  Pit 
River  Canyon  USA  (11,575 
acres)  aa  nonaultable  for 
wilderness. 


Recommend  6,640  acres  for 
partial  wilderness  designa- 
tion as  indicated  on  map 
(Pit  River  Canyon). 


Recommend  entire  HSA, 
11,575  acres,  aa  suitable 
for  wilderness  designation. 


Appendix  '"A"  Part  5 


I  Bsiie 


Alternative  I 
Maximized  Production 


Jll.nF.RNFSS 
(continued) 


Alternative  II 
Balanced 


Table  2-1  (continue,^) 
Management  Area  @ 
Alternatives 


Alternative  111 
Maximized  Protection 


Alternative  IV 
Continue  Present  Management 


Acquire  740  acre9  of 
private  land  to  enhance 
wilderness  manageability. 


Acquire  1,300  acres  of 
private  Ifind  to  enhance 
wilderness  manageability. 


Ho  vllderness  designation. 
All  uses  allowed  at  levels 
present  at  time  of  USA 
designation  and  new  uaes 
allowed  that  will  not 
degrade  wilderness  values 
until  Congress  decides 
wilderneea  status. 


IIF.LW00D 


Permit  harvest  of  juniper 
and  oak.  fuelwood  upon 
demand. 


-  Permit  harvest  of  Juniper 
fuelwood  except  within 
proposed  wilderness  area. 

-  Allow  limited  harvest  of 
oak  and  mahogany  in  salvage 
areas  following  fire.  In 
wood  products  sale  or 
dlspossl  areas,  or  where 
beneficial  to  wildlife 
habitats. 


Ho     fuelwood 
' allowed. 


harvest  -  Continue  iasunnce  of 
juniper  fuelwood  permits 
upon  demand  on  4,700  acres. 


1F.CREATI0N 


All  lands  open  to  OIIV  use. 


Restrict  OIIV  use  to  desig- 
nated roads  and  trails. 

Prohibit  OIIV  use  within  the 
wilderneea  area. 


Manage  for  primitive 
recreation,  prohibit  all 
OslV  travel  within  WSA. 


Ho  use  restriction. 


Ul.TURAL 


Protect  only  those  sitea 
with  National  Register 
potential. 


Same  as  Alternative  I. 


Protect  all  cultural  sites 
by  nomination  to  National 
Register,  special  designa- 
tion, or  CRMP. 


No  formal  protection  of 
known  sites  (inventory 
continues). 
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INTRODUCTION 

The  Alturas  Planning  Area  is  located  in-'  northeastern-"  California,  in  Lassen  and 
Modoc  Counties.  The  planning  area  consists  of  approximately  407,306  acres  of 
public  lanUa^higrpciri  -recreation  -use  sC  primarily.;  'hunting,.-  fishing,  and  camping) 
and  low  ift'»per»a»ent  population'.--.  Public  lands  -within -the  area  contain  about 
5,000  acreS^Sf  2<©bmmerciaL  forest  lands,--'aftd  250, 000c --acres  of  juniper-type 
woodlands r'-lfcit  i.£h#i- foremost  commercial  use  sof  the  public  lands  is  livestock 
grazing.  ffoIassS  yc"  »*^i*i.di.33j1  i   :.-,.-  .  xr-i,    is>r.~  .  e)  .,  j  ■ 

•  .  ■.  ;  sc  32&  £5r:; 

Administered  within  this  planning  area  is  407,306  acres  of  surface  and 
subsurface?~minera4  ijightgs-ahd  1Q4V730  aares  of  "Subsurface  mineral  rights  where 
the  surface  acreage  is  held  in  private  ownership.  .  ;n-  '"' 

The  Alturas  Planning  Area  has  been  divided  into  11  individual  management  areas 
(MA)  according  to  topography,  soil  and  vegetation,  resource  management,  etc., 
for  ease  in  developing  specific  land  use  decisions.  There  are  also  general 
decisions  applicable  to  all  MAs  and  are  addressed  under  an  Areawide  Decision 
section  in  -this  document.  ■  ■•  -'-•'-  ebjjsls^nvj  uxlvtic    * 

.bj  -v  .j        .,  i    - 
Land  Use  Planning 

'•■■-■       :.-.-   e  —  -—  "'■■  ■iqai  fen.  ^  -x&w      d  ;  -.:;.■•,  &. 

This  document,  -  the  Record  -of --"Decision,-  is  the  District  Manager's  final 
multiple  use  recommendation  for  allocating  existing  and  future  land  use 
decisions  in  the  Alturas  Planning  Area.  The  document  is  a  general  guide  for 
the  major  land  uses  within  each  MA  and  contains  only  the  important  decisions 
in  summary*"- form.  — The  -  more  detailed  working  documents,  the  Analysis  of  the 
Management  Situation  and  the  Final  Resource  Management  Plan  and : Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS)  are  available  for  public  review  at  the  Alturas 
Resource  Afea  Office  in  Alturas. f  -     -cos 

The  Alturas  planning  effort  is  a  combined  RMP/EIS.  Conseqjiehtly,  the  entire 
effort  was  issue  driven,  focusing  on  solving  critical  problems  within  the 
planning  "area.  r  Eighteen  "  issues  -  were  initially  identified  and  used  in 
determining  ■' the"  scope  of  the  plan.  After  evaluating  the  public  comments 
received  on  the  Draft  RMP/EIS,  it  was  apparent  that  the  planning  area 
contained  five  major  issues:  land  disposal,  livestock*-grazing,  wilderness, 
wildlife  resource  -management-, "-and  timber  management.  -  -However,  all  issues  and 
concerns  have -been' addressed  £a  -this"  plan-  and  are  described  on  pages  10-11  of 
this  document.  ."'...  r- 

Consultatloh^'^aTid^'"  coordinatibif  tf&th-  ^the  public  and  public  agencies  was  a 
planned  arid -integral  ~p"art  of'  thFisf  "planning  -effort.  Following  is  a  summary  of 
Che  public  participation:        .  t?  wisfcn-'c  ~.-.~~:  ,__ 

-  Notice  of  Intent  prepared  for  the  Alturas  Planning  Area  RMP/EIS  and 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  February  1,  1980  and  filed  with  the 
California  State  Clearinghouse. 

-  Prep  lgfi~  Ml  lysis-  '~&&i$Z&$&£  aft*  aVaiilatolev-So*  public  review  in  April,  1980. 

o3  ittz~      :.   .  ba&S     :c  Essi;  sj-3©  21b     rf?  -»- 

ZZ     lE?L'3liJ9     SSBZXb     03  bns,      Jfloist/IIoe  «Stf\«   i, .-.. 
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,  ■  *^LAWS  AND  BUREAU  POLICY.   r>  i   .c'  •  ;  ,  .  ;/■.    *■  zaai-Ti    >,  <-::-  '•  '.  s  T 

The  planning  process  for  the  -  Alturas  flajasing  Area  Resourca  Managements-  rifiaoui  Sii'c^c 
and  Environmental  Impact ,;  -Stacameat  5  is  guided  by  many  land  use  ■  las*sr  >,4nd.,:  woJ  crfi 
policies  which  vary  in  chair  .scope  and  application  Co  Che  issues  identified*  »«  t>i>C  C 
These  laws  and  policies  are  .given  a  focus  an.d  clarity  by  tha  Fedarajl  ..Land  j  bns..  roc 
Policy  and  ManagemenC  Act  of  1976.  Further  guidance  is  established  by  Section  .<,;■...  t£-s 
101  of  -the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969. 

In  addition  to  chese  two  legislative;  ./mandates ,  other  policies;  n§nd  |awf.r;§ra. -,,:%. ,i..;ij? 
basic  to  Che  Resource  ManagemenC  Plan.   Thass  include,  r.     -;  ;,;sr  ej  >gi-9- j*  -SO£.2;V^5  =r..? 

Range  sa:     •     ■   -v  Jf  ."■•,.  t~..  a*'  £s-~i  v..  .•  n^t  "^  e?>"*ztT.  -i    sdT 

It  is  BLM  policy  to:'  rt<.s»4.;  »*••>.■  ;.•  ,      ..c  .. :        '»,««:  --■  s-siff  -c,* 

-  Authorize  livestock  grazing  of  the  public  raugelands  under  the  principles  .  coiz  :>sn 
of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield. 

• .?:  ,     ■>'■     bn&ul 

-  Improve  the  rangeland  resources  by  making  and  implementing  equitable  and 
supportable  decisions  about  land-use,  resource  management ,  and  grazing 
authorization  in  m    timely  fashion  and  through  the  resource  management     ..•,.•■;;.- 

planning  process.  -?e 

u     I    -  O':  -.:-■  -  3 

-  Conduct  the  level  of  soil  and  vegetation  inventories  necessary  to  provide  _..;V,.  ;  . 
data  for  monitoring  and  assist  in  establishing  resource  us  a  levels.  ,  .  .   ;■««,, 

-  Increase   and   encourage,  systematic   cooperation,   consultation,..  .aud      ...•,' 
coordination  with  rangeland  users  and  intermingled  landowners  as  part  of 
the  land-use  and  grazing  management  decisionmaking  process.        ,;  ■■;»     ..  .",,.  s  ■  •; 


-Determine  appropriate  numbers  of  livestock  and  seas  as.  of  use  based  or,  the 
best  available  information,  and  authorize  livestock  grazing  use 
accordingly.  *..  visa 

-Initiate  cost-effective  rangeland  improvements  that  45x11  help  improve,  tha  ,•;_■.;,: 
condition  of  the  lands  for  livestock  grazing,  wildlife ,  and  wild  horse  and    :..:Tc0,. 
burro  habitat,  and  watershed  protection,  etc.  ,.,.-.  -cb  &.. 

-Monitor  rangeland  resources  and  livestock  use  to.  assist  in  determining^.- _:,.~ 
proper  stocking  levels  and  to  evaluate  -  the  effectiveness  of  management:.  js-;.L 
actions  in  achieving  resource  management  objectives.       .;,     .,;.  ";:ec  ,,:.■:.'->::  s 

Wildlife  ";.  ri      ±;.™:.    ..  -.  .  ■■;,.  --■;-;        ™nr.l      ;  :>  sz-iSoZ   - 

It  is  BLM  policy  to:  .. 6&tforJyi;i~.  '--2  =:."3S  tiflsoijclfi" 

-Develop  and  maintain  wildlife  aa4  £i$h bkbi&st-  Mfe  RfiMfiS&^«e  J  «#$«&**&  cg~r  - 

levels  through  coordination  vich  all  ©Cher  uses  of  land  or  waeer  Co 
prevent  significant  damage  to  rsagelaad.  gad  forest  wildlife  arid  fish 
communities;  to  prevent  and  abate  pollution;  and  to  diraeC  cultural  or 
management  practices. 


I  c  :  •:  s 
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^necific  policies,  instructions,  and  regulations  have  been  identified  iathis 
Seffot  £o;  highlight  those  ecst  frequently  used  in  day-co-day  decisions. 

direct '  f  if,  i'^^^s^s^ns-,      ,  *    crjs  rjc|f.  l-.b*     fc.gK     ,  ,.  ^     »Ai/pfra 

i.  i^nda^S^^  ?f«!£n 

aJoif cable  BVderal  lavs  and  regulations ,  *to  '  assure  .«*ore  efficient 
SnaSeS   0/1he   pufclic    lands    and    go    reduce    conflicts'-  rt*  other    public 

Sr|SlK/^o^'ta    provide  ji    ^^fl*!*    SKc'«l^fa  S 

patterns  within  the  Alcuras  PlftWing-jArea;  .  ^ite  ■■lands  identified  m  the 
&r8  fiprpPffi^i*  f*l»  «  exchange  will'  be  Waiu^d  «t*  *i  case-by-case 
basis":  "if  thef'm***  specific  sale  or  exchange  regulation  requirements, 
they "may  be  d^termingd  suitable   for  sal©  or  exchange. 

2  The  public  lands  identified  for  potential  disposal witfrln  th¥  alternatives 
ire  Sse  Cbat  have  bean  greened  and  should"  he  considered^ for  disposal 
for  greater ^uegement  efffoflffr-  ^  public-land^  within;  the  planning 
arL  can  be  disposed  of  if  they  meet  *M  dispW^-Wtuewa  or  VUHA, 
federal  laws  and  regulation. ,  and  would  not  i^*"*^  "^fS. 
objectives  (i.e.,  disposal  would  have  to.be  j,n  conroaiflKxce  with  the 
management  objectives  of  the  plan).  Disposal  proposals  ^p -p.  conformance 
would  be   subject   to   the  amendment  process. 


■  ffiS-  • 

the 


3.  Agricultural  UfarfC*ht..  art  suitable  for,  disposal  *uU^«l d  under 
oublic  sale  authority  of  Section  203  ot  .the ;  Federal  Lan*  Policy  and 
Management  Act  as  consistent  with.  Che.  objectives  of  this  .£*».  (^  ||| 

4.  Rights-of-way,'  302  leases,  easements,  and  permits  and  B.&PP  aPPU"^s 
will  -be  processed  in  accordance  with  FLPMA  and  oSher  applicable  Feaeral 
laws  '£Bl   re^Jk-tions  to -6p**vide  public,  and?  community  jewices. 

5.  Use7  of"  discing  utility  -.corridors,  ^11,  be  considered  prior  to  granting 
rights-of-way  (existing  corridors  are  defined  as  69  K^ine*  or  larger;. 

6.  The  Resource  Management  Plan  replaces,  and  updat "-fte  cUssiHca tion  of 
multiple  use  (CSMU)  withdrawal  covering  public  lands  within  Modoc  Count/. 
A  full  range  of  land-  ttAttatfitti  be^ousidared/eva^uated  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  predicated-'  upon  the^r-iaci-ples-  pi  this  multiple-use  plan. 

7.  Public  lands  currently  identif ied""'  for ''  potential"  :disposal_  within  the 
alternatives  wo*** %  ;  dS*****  the:  inSetjb^  be  tsa^s d  unaer  ^stmg  Bureau 
policiW:ltfcth;eir>;?i*a #s«ff  S*stfci7c2  ;.:-:  ^  zy§i&  iz,       ■  .  -  Q£ 

8.  All  oil,  gas  and  geothermai  leasing,  exploration  and  production  will  be 
allowed  providing  it  is-  in  conformance  with  She  specific  decisions  of  this 
plan  and  is  environmentally  aceeptabl^ai^^rmiaed^ou^  S ,  caSe"°y"CaSa 

basis.. 
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CUMULATIVE  -SUMMARY  OF   PLYING  DA^A  QSB^SMS 


*   -V-..   *S" 


Authorization   of    49 ,  152"  livestock  "Ms    &&  «SWBl««l*Mrt**4«*tti^i5ft^m"    ,  ^VswV* 
to    32  111    suspended    nonuse    AUMs    and    additional    forage,     as .vd^rermried    &%£«->  j*    ajfcfifc 
available    through   monitoring rj3f  .livestock    forage    WW^.-^L  S£! viiSilS 
trend.      Tab' 
categories. 


ble    1-1,    pagers  ■  20*2^   show   by  ' ;at^otJtenes4w«st»«kbi«^,\,?„wa^.g^aC;eVi.^ 

5i«{  ,    "-Vr'/.. ,  '.".  "'"" "*    '  "s    b*'^''*    Siufrtta   &v.a  ,sb.  'i&sa^l&t^ 

of    280    AUMs-to    suppGr?^pa*ti^^ 
within  the  Emigrant  Springs .^Ijdfc.Dt^t":'||C^£f ''a-lfijcaasMcO-'.  **»**ai*    feiff"  friSoi'fr.  i.g~f.25£* 

...  ...      ....   '",  *  -j.Tn     Sv.;,.T?.fcOC     'Jaj     S^fc^'ii^ 

Support  Heeds:  .    .  £^%.    i.L*-/!     -  tfA**?  ,!^tL.  *  *?3  .  ~  :£  .,     :**&** 


-  Burning  and   seed  of- ,6,440/  acresv.fc   ^      ..._._  .         . 

-  Burning  and   release  *  of  ...48,200'  acre*.'    T^^**        *''/*    ''"""--^    —'--'    i'.iei^    ^IfX 

-  Construction  of  29^iles  qrf§nc?.."^:%^    *  *VW£  **«    W6*    aaA"    »*&&    »£ 

-  Construction  of  3&»«W*$tf|;^u    J?£   J***     ■  *'?  f  •     ■/     '{****?*?«:    ssaiwg    -,j 

-  Development  of  4  springs  ,vj«.?r,8       ,»  ,J  '   ••  i •*   '■'"  '•  ~  "       '  C     "'9*rV^      ^       «ss     ?.>■:$ 

-  Development  of   lojjft&l*  ->..._.      ,.,      ,  u... 

-  Juniper  removal  and  ,§sad..  of  ,'X50  acres..." 


■V  »■•;.••-:       :.     .•l.<»ET«vt;f- 


-  Juniper  removal  of  500  acres 

-  Juniper  removal  of  500  acres.  •••'•-  *aa  _;.  .:.:.,,  c;;t  sc  fciwcn 

-  Development  of  21vAlS'««t'.     -.        ~  3  .  .._ 
-Utilization  heavyrUa  individual  pastures  where.  grazi&s.-smtem3  rg|gv}^f.  _.   ^ 

rest;  moderate  in, ail  other  allotments.   '.  -;  _  ::  •    zc     ■?i;c    urn     *.*)   sjJduq 

-  Extension  of  seasoa  of  use  30  to  60  days  in  selected, :allo.tments.  3aA  jaj«flwj*D*M 

Fish  and  Wildlife       '«  ■  "I<»»': '      ^U-.  '  -"f" ;  *!  :   «&06'i;,6i   ;-  .T»»r>5o-t,-rfTiS   ..* 
Maintenance  (no  planned  «£e!&2f  of  anCelSpe  winter  rang^cand  kidt&yfj^l^.  §^ 

Restrictions  placed  oti  '  disturbing  acfiW^s-  within. -  sage  .  .grousp,  ^s^utting^.,    , 
grounds.  '*"'""WD'£i;;  '  Ki,,t'Ms  J.i-is-r.i«.?  ^sv-3o-&cn;J:r 

Supports  Needs:      '-!  >   *V  ^w^T'"s„i;  Jo*  if  f"'  qS:! .  **"'  !VJi'»fc,i;;  srryoea.?  aifl   .£ 

->'"-'.'  ..>'  '''  '  '"  -! '•''•"  J.j»wa*.i>c3jv  luM^D.1  su..i;  sicxsifc'ffi 

-  Exclusion  of   livestock  from.:;20  miles   d-e  rtv&iaA&akk&L'bnB,:    20    #$b&i    XIjI    A 

-  Improvement  of  browse  by  prescribed  fata*£ia»ib*£Uife£*jfe  rf9R' Wasting   Eij-e,d 

-  Exclusion  of   livestock   from  70  meadow  habitats. 

-  Protection  of  raptor 'nest   sites.'  •     ,"w:,     ^s-'^i'iKsiu^    \.Iaa»T2-i;s      e-fc»a,       s.tldt»?      ,T 

-  Imorovement  of  browse  by   juriiper   thinnSng^r dees-  «««MR>fHI5Mr    i*v^a«s?I» 

-  Recruitment  of   50  acres   of  aspen   in  Cold  Spring:^  1-^sfe^«;ii^BetlC^oiioq 

Fuelwood  S     ^iiL^fjf'^f     '^"V     :"^^«0j.    br,fi     2*2     fii0    JiA      ,8 


Permitted  harvest  of  juniper -aH«f  nsahofiny5.-  c-aossat    viI«3ffflBac5Jtvaa     ei     brt*    rsig 
Designated   fuelwood  cutting  areas   to   improve  wildlife   forage   and  browse. 


. &XtLO 
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Management   Area   1   -  Tablelands 

INTRODUCTION  .  ?«<&??  ■  .  :  :-t  ?-       #:,  ,-v,  „ .  3?       iM;  '.'«*!•««. '  ris  ifrT 

The  Tablelands  MA  'contains  .'approximately  88  percent  public  lands.  Most  of  the 
48,466  acres :  are  .within  two  '  large  allotments,  North'  Tablelands  and  South 
Tab le lands. ;:v  The;  finitely. '^T^b'les ,  upP^,'  vhicl|t  MA„  Ip4f  $9&£&M*hhM n$a,  two-Level 
basaltic  plat.ea^:/i^in^^:h©tweeri' Alturas  '  and  ^LTkelyv"  ."C&ltlfo'rniSV-  ano  the  South 
Fork  Valley  and  the  '-Warner  Mountains .  ■' .  The  '  area  is  entirely,,  -wighin  Modoc 
County  and  comprises  one  of  the  largest  blocks  of -oubiic//la$ds  rin. the,  planning 
areaV"1 ""    •%■<    '4'*)' •■  "        '':■     ■"  •  ■•  ■■-  ■  ■      ■■'-"  '•  ■'•■''■■■■ -•■- ■-•-■■' 

The  primary  issues  for  this  MA  .are  the  improvement  and  protection  of  watershed 
and 'riparian.  It^i^l^^^^t^lisd^pn  pjct  lives t^^k,  forage,  and^h^maintenance 
of '  antelope^  winter'-range^n^'sage  grous«^scrutcing^%rouiidk*   -4  '""'■  - 


3;  *^  r>.  ">  ^i  yr 


MANAGEMENT  O^gggfi^ 


Tssjt  50  s- »£•*■  .p-.t-?„»  no  3.psns«£ 


The  primary  management  emphasis  is  to  protect  riparian  habitat,  enhance 
fisheries  potential,  improve  watershed  conditi^is..t:^:^d^'n,4iliO;^ai'|esg,forage  for 
livestock  to  attain  optimum  produdtioti  levels  4&il^~'t&Jn'C-aiihi*ng  antelope  and 


sage  grouse  'forage  and  habitat,  '.".'/(j  \      ^iV';sv   „;-» &q$z  .|>ni..{rs#-??i 

RATIONALE 

Livestock  grazing  levels  within^  ,thi,s  MA  ,. are  set.,  to.  ^jaee^^^b^th^  social  and 
economic  demand;  &$d  , 4j^%.»3*VCJ»ait*ji,~  ran-gfela&d*  _  ..manafdmen;tr,,"$.^%s;tiVas.  The 
objectives  *xe!L^te-to?./tf^is^Su&3^'-  'managing  «  cite-  foasic;. resources  ^ifrthe  public 
rangelands  so  as  to  improve  and  t^iataini~prA^setivi£y: -and.  prb'yide'^a  full  range 
of  natural,  social,  economic,  and  environmental  needs..,  '  _  '  '..  '*" 

The  Likely  Tables  provide  «ii^«r[fa»gi  ^L^il;-.l^l^j|t"aW^^^"48C<si0P*  berd, 
the  largest  herd  in  California."  S%ructi4^Sp*f^k-iflf^ CTttCfS'TOiSli^att  restrict 
seasonal  antelope  movements  may  cause  Heavy"  losses  during  severe  winter 
conditions. 

Thirteen  sage  grouse  strutting  grounds  occur- &SS *  this  ;MA.  ■•■'"Strut t-ihg  grounds 
are  the  focal-  point  for  eh©  -  nesting  process.  Disturbances '"  of  courtship 
activity  or  .extens,ive.4e,ve,lopmen|;,; .cjpaldj  supplant '  local£pgi^3,ati,.qnsVi  This  game 
species  is  static"  to' slightly  declining  .in  fcMMKfcvv  &~  '^""'(jf-*/)  jj's-s- " 

LAND  USE  DECISIONS 


Range 


■.Izlzls^ois?      .»<•!>«  isaasS      ,snsnas.ii: 


Authorize  use  of  7,301  livestock  AUMs  with  additional  authorization  to  use  up 
to  7,506  suspended  nonuse'  AUMs  as  determined"  "to  "be"  available  through 
monitoring  of  livestock  forage  and  wildlife  habitat  trend. 

Allow  existing -season  of  use.  "  :-  ■• » -■  k -«v  "h£->.&^.„ 

.  e»Xd*T:  vloaflJ  sris  nc 
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Allow      heavy  ■    utilization    .'In,    pastures      of      AHPs      allowing      resC;    ■  moderate //,    .;...::'  j: 
utilization   in  all   other  allotments'.  :_.-.np?JP.^kl^T^ 

Support  Needs:  oii     H?**K*j£  "f*  ■■■**?-'*'■  fS    ^^^^^^^^m^^rfi^^^J^h 

Bbillf.  S»^  -aj* i     .  .p  '  '}«'       ,     3/-Sb:JCa.,*  .  _>g3fci.    ovrj  .  , r  ;...\  "^y;;,  !>$(&*,  ■.. S'$i  >'£,•  ;ce>  .  >V  ■ 

-Experimentally    bu|nEa^"li|^J^,i000'   a^r,e'Pin    No^ta    and'^outtf^itSlMlnds  ':  b7'  ;  !  s-  '^' 
(1.1).  *r~*     :•';--?—'■-»'-      r  V.  »A  .■  -J    pa :     is~iv:  U--  J-StSjps ,  ::\, ;£»-'' v.- '  fJ*if-i;*-.'.  .:''■■■  -•.;■■;.**..*'■: 

-  Develop  one   reser^ir^:I'^*     J  J     '^7  ■  ■: :"    "■   '.*«*?<*<*  -**V*I#     »^;^v^ft>^..',V^ 
-Revise   the  North^bfela^aVAMT  W52J.    »**>*?    -^-I^-'    «!*  '4*    tti6-:*»ii.r9f^   :^..:^s,,>p 

Fish   and  Wildlife  .-.      ■-    -.-  .,    Lm-    .  :■■  ;':•# •■££  '  ■■•*•,  »-v. ■"'•>.•   ■■-.;    S '■    ■'•'■"  V^  ...  ••  v      £•»  :-'.v £?¥-'. ..  ;-~-  . 
— — — — ^^_         »e    *7oj:;'.i3.>v-;-n-Tc,    Ii'?5'    Jt.s»fljswtiisqfijr.{    srfs    <;'.£«;  .:.-.rr;;:  .-■■-  S  .fesvsaei..  T^fear: "•*••.  -."■* 

Maintain    existing    imfro^lmerits    .aft£3|«n|iij^ 

6.5  miles  of  Fitzhugh  Creek   (1.3Vf ''^   *°-?J»^»«    ^u;  ■*    >«**•***   i|jtfit:  MJ«,^^i?34i,ie 

Maintain   present  management    on    33,040    acres    of    deer   winter    range    and" antetb'|e:,!"^'"w""'**''~' 
winter  range.  *-r.?;-.  ,      rviixi*      '■    <■■••■.'.>-;:■  ,;»-'.i   ■"  *•  1  • :  ■■■'-.:•':  ^     •.  ' 

Maintain  13  sage  gro^esilr^e,ting3::ir6und:3-i    'Ati-. 

Enhance   fisheries,   watershed,    and  riparian  values    (1.3).   .     »?»*'XO»-"    i'fl*    ft$£3£v    s-;ao';j&   ^;r** 

Support  Needs:  Sulfaii   HAS 


-  Fence   the  meadows j i&f&jLgh'e "springs   andhgarge   reseryairs. ', 


•rJ 


Allow  no   peirmanen'tY^'e^ipp^tft^'bri,.  sage s grouse'  str\itting '"grounds  ;aWd    iafp'S'Se0.  "-S^W"-3'* 
seasonal    restrictions  Von    potentially    dis£u-rb£ng'"'"'act£V'it::ie:'s  '  from';Fe^&iry  e*v- :  'JS   ' 
15   to  May  1.  S  •M*-7$    c-fel  ..;_.\,-       .it  •,*-;?  C.  .^.:  rj  **  br.*  .*  ws-j.-jjw    cj    «    eg   4»^«jr.^ 

trict  vegetative   treatments ■  .ott' -strut: tlkg/grouitias5.  i>'Te      ;"  ;?l"    Ci::>-    ■  •  •?"i'~'c  £    sla-^a**    *c- 

plete   implementation,  ,d.f  ^ifezhugh  C^eek  -H^ '.(.!*,  3)  • 

lude   livestock  irasfnl%on^it^hugh^  v  .:^li    mS 


&        nc»* 


Timber  rss     '*  ':'r"" ,?  '"u"i    ■  srr'*l"s"   '  -  : -'*■  -      ^T&»      rr -js  rft.'oa     .^co,  .s.:'.t&     J&f>OEJC«Jt 

'        '  ..40:    salbifRC 

Continue     intensive    management     on    5 7    acres     of    commercial     timber    base     lands 
(1.4).  'SiSIKuZ     ...fc..  i.-r     r-t^yyupo    »bm.x-g    |r  ;.:•»*«  3  «.-»te30ry.  *s* 

so  .  if!bai-e?i'5H.|C      ,.  •.  «.aa»os.c   .  gci':>ti&n»  s -.i     vo*      -aip.q  l|*»p3     s-rf3     sx*s 

Allow      timber      harvest  ^in^C©'^!^-1  -al.lQCmeji'E^^^i^^SiXir'ei??^'  max1&i2ifa|r:f:;:sb?ii:rC    \'~- v'--:)£ 
protection  along  Pine  Cre^k   (1-4).  '^  ?"d-    0J;   l*aei?il»»ft   ^3n'S^Ta   t»3    ^ias^;-    ei    esis&qa 

Support  Needs:  SJ'.OXSruSC  Zau   QT^J 

-  Precommercial      thinning,       timber      sales,      reforestation,       and      prescribed  JL££££ 

burning.  .  ..•••••.•■  .  '  "", 

.-    aos3&S£"xoasuL   ^kmijijcbbz   dzsv   z?Dk   ;->'oc3esvj;j.    I0£,t.  5:.v   ssn   BsxrreiSajfe 

Watershed  9ldfi.j*^4      sc. ,  ■■«      fc9nfftt*a*t      ss      eMUA      $&imiiG     ©sba&ffcue      dOJ.T      o3 

.."t>r;sis    3£.1jto^iJ   $tj  Ji-i,,;.  rw  bn.s    s-gfa-ol    ^'.nor tsvil  3c   ga.hrC3i«6» 

Improve    water    quality    and    riparian    vegetation -along    Fitzhugh.  Creek    and    Pine 
Creek.  .se;:   3c   3C«ei.»c   gaiseiice 

Maintain  roadways   on  the  Likely  Tables. 


»7;;j.  _A 
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